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PREFACE 


•  ■  ; ( 

V  t^in  report. was  originally  prepared  in  Hey,  1983  as  an  interim  pro¬ 
ject  report.  Its  pur|>ose  was  to  describe  the  contents  of  the  Central 
Registry  of  family  advocacy  reports  maintained  by  the  Bureau  of  Medicine 
and  Surgery,  Dej>a»  tawnt  of  the  Navy,  and  to  highlight  some  of  the 
issues  suggested  by  the  data.  At  that  time,  this  analysis  represented 
the  end  product  of  a  complex  data  processing  effort  coexisted  by  the 

Children’s  Division  of  The  Asmrican  Humane  Association.  Currently,  this 

cv 

analysis  serves  as  a  complete  docuaentat ion  of  the  methodology'  employed 
in  processing  the  Central  Registry  reports  and  as  a  record  of  prelimi¬ 
nary  findings.  It  is  to  be  considered  as  background  material  for  the 
final  report  J  *The  Demog  raphics  of  Faaiiiy  Violence  in  the  Navy  and 
Marine  Corps. 

1  i 

1  outlines  the  stthodtlefy  emp 1 cry  ed  in  the  data  processing 
effort  sad  describes  the  resulting  data  base^  tagout  lines  how  some  six¬ 
teen  different  form  types  were  consolidated  into  one  data  base,  and  how 
data  items  from  the  forms  were  *  mapped'  onto  a  suster  variable  list.  Cen¬ 


tral  organizing  themes  km  Chmposr  t,  are  four  basic  identifiers:  year 
of  report,  form  type,  incident  type,  and  reporting  facility  identification. 

J,  * 

^•ptsrt  If  through  ft  profile'  the  three  incident  types:  child  abuse/ 
neglect,  spouse  abuse  and  aexual  assault/rape.  The  information  provided 
describee i  victims,  sponsors,  abusers,  and  cases.  ^ — Hr.  ji^tw  r  _Tf 

1 .Xt  •  f  r- 

sefected  findings  am^ highlights  differences  among  the  incident 


types. 


CHAPTER  I 


HETHOOOUXTi  AND  DESCRIPTION  OF  FORMS  PROCESSED 

This  chapter  outlines  the  methodology  employed  in  the  preliminary 
analysis  of  Central  Registry  reports  and  describes  the  resulting  data  base 
in  terms  of  a  few  key  descriptors.  Specifically,  at  least  sixteen  different 
form  types  and  over  8,000  forms  were  made  available  to  Aster i can  Humane , 
representing  those  forms  currently  existing  in  BUMED's  Central  Registry 
of  family  advocacy  reports.  These  forma  contain  same  similar  information, 
but  there  are  form- specific  data  items  as  well.  Thus,  to  report  on  every, 
specific  data  item  from  every  form  provided  would  have  resulted  in  a  compli¬ 
cated  and  confusing  set  of  findings.  Instead,  decisions  were  made  to 
systeatatixe  the  date  processing  and  data  analysis  tasks,  thereby  pensitting 
the  concise  display  of  numerous  data  elements  from  diverse  forms. 

The  first  section  of  this  chapter  summarizes  the  decisions  relating 
to  the  inclusion/exclusian  of  forms,  and  is  organized  around  four  basic 
identifiers:  year  of  report,  form  type,  incident  type,  and  reporting  facility 
identification.  The  second  section  describes  the  mapping  process,  and  how 
variables  from  each  form  type  were  Included  or  excluded.  Finally,  the  last 
section  describes  the  data  base  resulting  from  these  procedures;  it  is  organ¬ 
ized  by  reporting  facility. 

Decisions  Relating  to  Form  Inclusion 

Year.  In  order  to  describe  the  current  characteristics  of  Central 
Registry  forme,  all  forme  from  1961  and  1983  were  selected  for  inclusion  in 
the  data  base.  It  was  felt  that  forme  from  the  most  recent  two  years  properly 
describe  the  current  situation;  moreover,  two  years'  data  rather  than  one 
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provides  a  larger  data  file  for  analysis.  It  was  believed  that  since  the 
Family  Advocacy  Program  began  so  recently  and  it  took  sane  time  to  develop 
and  distribute  fonsa,  reports  are  now  gathered  in  a  more  systematic  and 
complete  way  than  in  earlier  years)  thus  the  registry  of  older  fonsa  does 
not  portray  the  current  picture.  In  all,  about  4000  fonsa  dated  prior  to 
19B1  and  all  undated  forms  were  excluded.  However,  even  given  the  exclusion 
of  this  large  number  of  reports,  American  Hiasane  processed  nearly  twice  as 
many  forms  as  the  Navy  had  originally  eat ism  ted  would  be  made  available. 

It  should  be  noted  that  not  all  incidents  that  actually  occurred  in 
1961  will  be  included  in  this  data  base.  Fonsa  were  transferred  from  the 
Navy's  Central  Registry  to  AsMrican  Humane  during  Decestber  of  1982;  thus, 
any  December  incidents  occurring  after  the  date  of  transferral  as  well  as 
any  incidents  occurring  on  bases  which  had  not  sent  in  the  reports  by  the 
date  of  transferral  would  be  missing.  Table  1-1  summarises  the  data  base 
by  month  of  report.  It  clearly  indicates  that  incidents  from  November  and 
December  of  1982  --  and  to  a  lesser  extent,  from  October,  1982  —  are  poorly 
represented  in  the  data  base.  Thus ,  it  suggests  that  had  these  incidents 
been  included,  there  would  have  been  significantly  more  reports  on  file  from 


1962. 


TABLE  1-1 


MONTH  AND  YEAR  OF  REPORT 


YEAR 

MONTH 

NUMBER  OF  FORMS 

PERCENT 

1961 

All 

1851* 

50.3 

January 

180 

4.9 

February 

120 

3.3 

March 

144 

4.0 

April 

133 

3.6 

May 

139 

3.8 

June 

168 

4.6 

July 

170 

4.7 

August 

142 

3.9 

September 

126 

3.5 

October 

223 

6.1 

November 

137 

3.8 

December 

163 

4.5 

1962 

All 

1827* 

49.7 

January 

175 

4.8 

February 

218 

6.0 

March 

202 

5.5 

April 

185 

5. 1 

May 

205 

5.6 

June 

174 

4.8 

July 

163 

4.5 

August 

170 

4.7 

September 

142 

3.9 

October 

103 

2.8 

November 

56 

1.5 

7 

0.2 

•mu  that  yearly  total*  axe  •  lightly  greater  than  the  sea  of  the 
Monthly  total*  becauee  mb*  report*  were  not  identified  by  aenth. 
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Form  Type.  Although  the  number  of  different  form  types  is  quite  large, 
they  can  be  divided  into  five  basic  types.  Within  each  type,  there  are  small 
variations,  but  essentially  similar  data  elements  are  available.  Table  A-l  in 
the  appendix  summarises  the  basic  form  types  and  the  variations  within  each 
type. 

Each  form  was  identified  by  type,  and  the  following  distribution  of 
forms  resulted: 


Form  Type 

Number  of  Forms 

Percent 

1  -  Established  Child  Abuse/Neglect 

2  -  Suspected  Abuse /Neglect /Sexual 

150 

9.5 

Assault  and  Rape 

2404 

65.3 

1  -  Established  Spouse  Abuse/Neglect 

409 

11.1 

4  -  Family  Advocacy  Casa  Manaqeieent 

450 

12.2 

5  -  others 

67 

1.8 

It  should  be  noted  that  form  type  4  identifies  each  report  as  either  "initial" 
or  "follow-up."  All  "follow-up"  reports  (twelve  in  number)  were  excluded 
since  these  reports  are  not  compatible  with  the  rest. 

Incident  Type.  The  Family  Advocacy  Program  aims  at  serving  cases  of 
child  abuse /neglect,  spouse  abuse,  and  sexual  aasault/rape .  All  forms  were 
carefully  reviewed  end  classified  into  one  of  these  incident  types  as  follows. 
To  be  labeled  child  abuse/neglect ,  the  victim  on  any  form  type  had  to  be  under 
eighteen  years  of  age,  but  not  labeled  as  spouse  of  the  abuser.  In  addition, 
for  form  types  2  and  4  which  covered  multiple  incident  types,  if  sexual  abuse 
was  indicated,  the  abuser  had  to  be  known  to  the  victim.  To  be  labeled  spouse 
abuse,  the  victim  and  abuser  had  to  be  currently  and  legally  married.  To 
be  labeled  sexual  aasault/rape ,  the  maltreatment  had  to  be  of  a  saxual  nature 
between  unmarried  persona,  and  for  victims  under  18  years  of  aga ,  tha  abuser 
had  to  be  unknown  to  the  victim.  Titus ,  a  coding  decision  wee  made  that  whan 
minors  were  involved,  sexual  maltreatment  between  known  parties  is  a  form  of 
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child  abuse  while  between  unknown  parties  indicates  sexual  assault/rape. 

Despite  the  Navy's  primary  concern  with  these  three  incident  types, 
there  was  a  small  number  of  reports  provided  that  dealt  with  different  kinds 
of  incidents,  incidents  that  could  not  properly  be  classified  into  one  of 
the  three  above  categories.  Rather  than  confuse  the  larger  analysis  with 
a  few  miscellaneous  cases,  it  was  decided  to  exclude  these  cases  from 
discussion.  The  largest  number  of  such  cases  were  cases  labeled  by  the 
reporter  as  "verbal  argument"  or  "marital  discord",  cases  in  which  there  was 
no  actual  or  threatened  act  of  violence  and  no  clearly  defined  abuser  and 
victim;  in  all  01  such  canes  were  identified  and  eliminated  from  the  analysis. 
(All  of  tlie sc  rej-orts  were  from  Pearl  Harbor  or  Cuam.)  There  were  Vj  other 
reports  eliminated  as  inappropr late ,  including  12  cases  involving  boyfriends, 

3  involving  ex-afouses,  6  involving  a  physical  (not  sexual)  assault  by  an 
unknown  abuser,  4  involving  other  family-related  violence  (not  spouse  or 
child),  'j  with  insufficient  information  to  identify  an  incident  type,  and  5 
miscellaneous  cases  (such  au  a  request  for  an  abortion  or  a  report  relating 
to  an  incident  that  hapj-ened  10  years  ago).  In  total,  86  cases  were  excluded 
because  of  inappropriate  incident  type. 

The  following  distribution  describes  the  reports  included  in  the  data 

base ; 


Incident  Type 

Number  of  Reports 

Percent 

Child  abuse/neglect 

1204 

32.7 

Spouse  abuse 

2361 

64.2 

Sexual  assault/rape 

113 

3.1 

Reporting  facility  Identif icatjon.  For  aach  report,  a  reporting 
facility  was  identified  and  coded  from  the  list  of  Family  Advocacy  Program 
facilities  provided  by  the  Navy.  At  least  ana  report  was  received  from  each 
facility  on  the  list  except  N8RCLIN1C  BRUNSWICK  and  NAVH06P  ROOSEVELT  ROAM. 
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Additional  "c.tch-ll“  categories  were  created  to  inclod*  reports  fro. 
locations  not  on  the  list,  theae  are  de.cribed  in  »ore  detail  in  Table  A'2  in 
the  appendix.  In  total.  78  percent  of  the  reports  cam  free.  Navy  base, 
while  20  percent  cam  fro.  Marine  baa...  Table  1-2  portray,  the  di.tribution 
of  reporting  facilities. 

Miscellaneous •  During  the  coding  process,  SI  duplicate  reports  were 
identified  and  excluded  fro.  the  analysis;  generally  speaking,  these  were 
xerox  copies  of  an  original  that  were  detected  by  a  coder  in  the  course  of 


reading  fores. 


TABLE  1-2 


REPORTING  FACILITIES 


REPOSTING  FACILITY 


NUMBER  OF  REPORTS 


PERCENT 


NAVY 

NRXCLINIC  ANNAPOLIS 

NNMC  BETHESDA 

NRNC  BREMERTON 

2876. 

1. 

76. 

109. 

78.2 

0.0 

2.0 

3.0 

NRMC  CHARLESTON 

200. 

5.4 

NRMC  CORPUS  CHRIST I 

45. 

1.2 

NWC  great  LAKES 

16B. 

4.6 

NRHC  GUAM 

174. 

4.7 

NAVHOSP  GUANTANAMO 

10. 

0.3 

NRMCLINIC  HAMAH 

451. 

12.3 

NRMC  JACKSONVILLE 

385. 

10.5 

NAVHOSP  KEY  NEST 

14. 

0.4 

NAVHOSP  LEMOORE 

3. 

0.1 

NRMC  LONG  BEACH 

128 

3.5 

NRHC  MEMPHIS 

74. 

2.0 

NRMC  NAPLES 

15. 

0.4 

NRHC  NEWPORT 

65. 

1.8 

NSMC  NEW  LONDON 

70. 

1.9 

NRMC  OAKLAND 

97. 

2.6 

NRMC  ORLANDO 

27. 

0.7 

NAVHOSP  PAX  RIVER 

18. 

0.5 

NARHC  PENSACOLA 

135. 

3.7 

NRMC  PHILADELPHIA 

25. 

0.7 

NAVHOSP  PORT  HUE1KKE 

81. 

2.2 

NRMC  PORTSMOUTH 

42. 

1.1 

NAVHOSP  ROTA 

15. 

0.4 

NRMC  SAN  DIEGO 

327. 

8.9 

NRMCLINIC  SEATTLE 

4. 

0.1 

NAVHOSP  SUBIC  BAY 

35. 

1.0 

US  NAVAL  ACTIVITIES,  UK,  LONDON, 
ENGLAND 

3. 

0.1 

US  NAVAL  FACILITY,  ARGEWTIA,  NEW 
FOUNDLAND,  CANADA 

1. 

0.0 

NAVHOSP  NNIDNEY  ISLAM) 

17. 

0.5 

NRMC  YOKOSUKA 

3. 

0.1 

NAVAL  AIR  STATIONS 

34. 

0.9 

OTHER  NAVY  LOCATIONS 

25. 

0.7 

NARINES 

738. 

20.0 

NAVh6«P  BEAUFORT 

Tff. 

“O' 

NRMC  CAMP  LEJEUW 

299. 

8.1 

NRNC  CAMP  PE1OLET0N 

117. 

3.2 

NAVHOSP  CHERRY  POINT 

44. 

1.2 

NBC  OKI  NANA 

14. 

0.4 

NRNCUHXC  OOAMTXOO 

113. 

3.1 

29  PALMS,  CA 

«». 

1.9 

NARIME  CORPS  AIR  STATIONS 

53. 

1.4 

OTHER  NARINE  LOCATIONS 

1. 

0.0 

OTHER 

RECEIVED  FROM  ARNY  BASES 

Ml 

H 

received  nem  air  force  bases 

n. 

0.1 

Harping  DkUIom 


In  order  to  deal  with  the  variety  of  form  types  provided  by  the  Navy, 

«  "master  variable  list"  was  drawn  up  consisting  of  all  variables  included 
on  any  of  the  forms  along  with  definitions  for  each  valu«'  of  the  variable. 

Then,  each  form  type  was  "mapped"  onto  the  master  list,  variable  by  variable, 
depending  on  whether  or  not  a  data  item  was  present,  and  if  so,  whether  it 
existed  in  compatible  form.  A  small  number  of  form-specific  variables  appear 
on  the  master  list,  fcxit  only  if  tne  variable  seemed  to  be  of  central  concern 
to  the  Navy ;  other  idiosyncratic  variables  were  excluded  from  the  analysis. 

In  same  cases,  a  variable  on  the  master  list  might  be  pre-coded  on  one 
form,  open-ended  on  another,  and  absent  on  a  third.  An  example  is  "victim 
race."  However,  only  when  a  variable  could  be  consistently  coded,  was  it 
mapped  and  included  in  the  analysis,  thus,  different  totals  appear  in  each 
table,  reflecting  which  form  types  contained  the  variable  presented  in  that 
table.  (Of  course,  totals  also  reflect  how  often  information  was  actually 
provided  for  a  question,  as  opposed  to  being  left  blank.)  Although  the 
varying  totals  are  potentially  confusing,  the  reader  is  assured  that  whatever 
does  appear  in  a  table  is  an  accurate  representation  of  what  actually  exists 
on  the  diverse  form. 

It  was  also  decided  that  information  could  aysteatatically  be  gathered 
from  the  narrative  questions  on  each  form  by  developing  a  set  of  clear  coding 
categories,  and  by  going  through  a  systeamtic  process  of  "open-ended  coding." 
Thus,  information  was  gathered  in  this  way  on  underlying  faadly  stress  factors, 
types  of  maltreatment ,  and  system  responses  to  the  smltreatmsnt . 

Figures  A-l  through  A- 4  and  Table  A-J  in  the  appendix  provide  a  general 
overview  of  the  major  types  of  variables  included  in  the  analysis  and  where 
they  oama  from  on  each  form  type.  Becauae  of  tiaa  limitations  and  the  sma 
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nuaber  of  reports,  ths  reader  is  advised  that  for*  type  5  has  not  yet 
been  aapped  onto  the  data  base  and  that  only  basic  identifiers  are  included 
in  this  inter!*  report. 

Description  of  the  Pats  gaga  --  Reporting  Facility  Characteristics 

This  section  provides  some  useful  information  on  the  kinds  of  reports 
processed  fro*  different  reporting  facilities.  Because  the  number  of  reports 
coming  fro*  aany  facilities  is  quite  saall,  this  nu*ber  is  included  in 
each  table  and  the  reader  is  advised  to  refer  to  it  when  examining  percentage 
distributions-  (For  example,  100  percent  child  abusa  reports  is  hardly  note¬ 
worthy  if  only  one  report  was  received.)  In  this  section,  the  following 
tables  are  presented :  reporting  facility  by  year,  reporting  facility  by 
for*  type,  reporting  facility  by  incident  type,  and  reporting  facility  by 
report  disposition. 

Table  1-3  shows  the  distribution  of  reporting  faci litas  by  year.  Perhaps 
the  most  useful  finding  to  extract  fro*  this  table  is  the  identification  of 
which  reporting  facilities  cams  into  the  system  in  1962,  or  increased  their 
participation  greatly. 


REPORTING 


(PERd 


REPORTING  FACILITY  (*  of  R» porta) 


NAVY  (2876) 

NKMCLINIC  ANNAPOUS  (1) 

NNMC  BETHESDA  (7$) 

NRHC  BREMERTON  (1Q9) _ 

NRHC  CHARLESTON  (200) 

NRHC  CORPUS  CKR1ST1  (45) 

HRHC  GREAT  LAKES  (168) _ 

NRNC  GUAM  (174) 

NAVHOSP  GUANTANAMO  (10) 

N3WCLINIC  HAWAII  (451) _ 

NRHC  JACKSONVILLE  (385) 
NAVHOSP  KEY  WEST  (14) 

NAVHOSP  LEHOORE  (3) _ 

NRHC  LONG  BEACH  (128) 

NRHC  MEMPHIS  (74) 

NRHC  MAPLES  (15) _ 

NRHC  NEWPORT  (65) 

NSMC  NEW  LONDON  (70) 

NRHC  OAKLAND  (97) _ 

NRHC  ORLANDO  (27) 

NAVHOSP  PAX  RIVER  (18) 

NAPMC  PENSACOLA  (135) _ 

NRHC  PHILADELPHIA  (25) 
NAVHOSP  PORT  HUENEME  (81) 

NRHC  PORTSMOUTH  (42) _ 

NAVHOSP  ROTA  (15) 

NRHC  SAM  DIEGO  (327) 

NRHCLimC  SEATTLE  (4) _ 

NAVHOSP  SUBIC  BAY  (35) 

US  NAVAL  ACTIVITIES. 

UK.  LONDON.  ENGLAND  (3) 

US  NAVAL  FACILITY,  ARGENT IA, 

NEW  rOUNDLAND,  CANADA  (1) 
NAVHOSP  WjlDNEY  ISLAND  (17) 
NRHC  YOKOSUKA  (3) 

NAVAL  AIR  STATIONS  (34) 

OTHER  NAVY  LOCATIONS  (2S) 


NARINES  (738) 

NAVNONP  BEAUFORT  (28) 
NRNC  CAMP  LEJEUNE  (299) 


-BMC  CAW  FUPMTON  (117) 


NAVHOSP  CHERRY  POINT  (44) 
NNC  OKXNANA  (14) 


NPWCLOfIC  PUANTIOO  (U31 


29  PA LH8,  CA  (49) 

MARINE  COm*  AIR  STATIONS 


(S3) 


1-3 


(UTY  BY  YEA' 
ENT) 


1981 

1982 

50.9% 

49.1% 

100.0 

0.0 

58.7 

41.3 

83.5 

16.5 

46~  1  ” 

53.3 

68.9 

31.1 

48.8 

51.2 

50.6 

49.4 

0.0 

100.  n 

48.0 

52.0 

52.7 

47.3 

14.  3 

85.7 

100.0 

0.0 

57.8 

42.2 

59.5 

40.5 

0-0 

100.0 

41.5 

58.5 

68.6 

31.4 

0.0 

81.5 

18.5 

100.0 

0.0 

53.3 

46.7 

68.0 

32.0 

53.1 

46.9 

64.3 

35.7 

0.0 

100.0 

45.6 

54.4 

25.0 

75.0 

74.3 

25.7 

66.7 

33.3 

0.0 

ioo.o 

0.0 

0.0 

100.0 

41.2 

58.8 

ILl<2 _ £8£ 


44.9  53.1 


0.0 

100.0 

43.1 

54.9 

43,4 

54.4 

40.9 

59.1 

71.4 

28.4 

•o.s 

19.5 

S4.3 

43.5 

15.1 

•4.9 

_ fitfi _ 

_ Ifi&Afi _ 

<••3  51.9 
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T*bU  1-4  looks  st  reporting  facility  by  fon  type .  Basically,  it 
9i vas  a  prof  11a  of  what  kinds  of  fons  are  In  usa  at  aach  Navy  and  Marina 
^oc*^on '  ^  i,,ua  that  cams  to  Bind  is  why  sobs  fon  typas  arm  not  being 

usad  at  all  in  places  where  they  should  be  expected  to  be  used.  The  Navy 
wight  *mt  to  standardise  usage  of  currently  existing  fores,  or  conversely, 
to  redesign  and/or  consolidate  fons  in  the  future. 


TABLE  I >4 


REPORTING  FACILITY  BY  PORN  TYPE 
(PERCENT) 

(•  of 


REPORTING  FACILITY  Re porta) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

NAVY  (2876) 

NRMCLINIC  ANNAPOLIS  (1) 

NNMC  BETHESDA  <75 ) 

NRMC  BREMERTON  (lo9) 

11.1* 

0.0 

13.3 

5,5 

72.6* 

100.0 

21.3 

94.5 

10.  1* 

0.0 

65.3 

0.0 

6.1* 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

CKO* 

0.0 

0.0 

O.Q 

NRHC  CHARLESTON  (200) 

0.5 

99.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

NRHC  CORPUS  CHRIST I  (45) 

0.0 

71.1 

28.9 

0.0 

0.0 

NRHC  GREAT  LAKES  (160) 

4,2 

95.8 

0.0 

0.0 

O.Q 

NRMC  GUAM  (174) 

0.0 

100.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

NAVHOSP  GUANTANAMO  (10) 

20.0 

50.0 

30.0 

0.0 

0.0 

NRMCLINIC  HAMAH  (451) 

18.4 

80.7 

0.9 

Q.O 

O.Q 

NRMC  JACKSONVILLE  (385) 

27.8 

49.1 

23.1 

0.0 

0.0 

NAVHOSP  KEY  WEST  (14) 

21.4 

78.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

NAVHOSP  LEMOORE  (3) 

66.7 

33.3 

O.D 

O.Q 

Q.Q 

NRMC  LONG  BEACH  (128) 

2.3 

11.7 

21.9 

64.1 

0.0 

NRMC  MEMPHIS  (74) 

0.0 

100.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

NRMC  NAPLES  (15) 

13.3 

66.7 

20.0 

Q.O 

Q.Q 

NRMC  NEWPORT  (65) 

29.2 

53.9 

16.9 

0.0 

0.0 

NSMC  NEW  LONDON  (70) 

0.0 

2.9 

18.6 

78.6 

0.0 

NRMC  OAKLAND  (97) 

1.0 

97.9 

1.0 

0.0 

Q.Q 

NRMC  ORLANDO  (27) 

7.4 

29.6 

63.0 

0.0 

0.0 

NAVHOSP  PAX  RIVER  (18) 

0.0 

100.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

NARMC  PENSACOLA  (135) 

4.4 

95.6 

0.0 

_ 0,0 _ 

O.Q 

NRMC  PHILADELPHIA  (25) 

0.0 

16.0 

84.0 

0.0 

0.0 

NAVHOSP  PORT  HUENEME  (81) 

18.5 

63.0 

18.5 

0.0 

0.0 

NRMC  PORTSMOUTH  (42) 

0.0 

9.5 

0.0 

90.5 

0.0 

NAVHOSP  ROTA  (IS) 

0.0 

100.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

NRMC  SAN  DIEGO  (327) 

12.2 

87.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

NRMCLINIC  SEATTLE  (4) 

25.0 

75.0 

0.0 

Q.O 

Q.O 

NAVHOSP  SUBIC  BAY  (35) 

14.3 

28.6 

57.1 

0.0 

0.0 

US  NAVAL  ACTIVITIES , 

UK.  LONDON,  ENGLAND  (3) 

33.3 

66.7 

Q.O 

O.Q 

O.Q 

US  NAVAL  FACILITY,  AAGENTZA, 
NEW  rOUNDLAND.  CANADA  (1) 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

100.0 

NAVHOSP  WHIDBEY  ISLAND  (17) 

O.Q 

300.0 

Q.O 

O.Q 

0.0 

NRMC  YOKOSUKA  (3) 

33.3 

66.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

NAVAL  AIR  STATIONS  (34) 

5.9 

82.4 

11.8 

0.0 

0.0 

OTHER  NAVY  LOCATIONS  (25) 

4.0 

96.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

NARINES  (738) 

4.1 

42.7 

16.0 

37.3 

0.0 

NAVHOSP  BEAUFORT  (28) 

3.6 

78.6 

17.9 

0.0 

o.o 

NRMC  CAMP  LEJEUMt  (299) 

1.7 

50.2 

3.3 

44.8 

0.0 

NRMC  CAMP  PENDLETON  (117) 

0.0 

9.4 

0.9 

89.7 

0.0 

NAVHOSP  CHERRY  POINT  (44) 

0.0 

100.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

NRMC  OKINAWA  (14) 

21.4 

50.0 

28.6 

0.0 

0.0 

HPMCUHXC  QDAMTZCO  U1J) 

16.8 

21.2 

62.0 

0.0 

0.0 

29  PALMS.  CA  (69) 

0.0 

*9.* 

1.5 

18.8 

0.0 

NARINE  CDIM  AIR  STRTXORS(53) 

3.8 

1.9 

50.9 

43.4 

0.0 

o m  uxatxoms  (i) 

0.0 

100.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

(66) 

2i£ 

0.0 

&£ 

100.0 

NKSXVSD  PROM  ARMY 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

tS8:S 

IBCBZVn  PROM  AZR  POM 

0.0 

0.0 

12- 

0.0 

0.0 

Tta  distribution  of  incident  types  for  eech  reporting  facility  is 
guit#  interesting  (see  Table  1-5).  In  particular,  one  wonders  why  the 
distributions  should  vary  so  auch,  and  whether  this  reflects  actual  incidence 
of  the  three  incident  types,  or  whether  there  is  differential  reporting, 
further  analysis  of  a  demographic  sort  would  provide  a  first  step  in  under¬ 
standing  these  issues. 


TABLE  1-5 


r 


REPORTING  FACILITY  BY  INCIDENT  TYPE 
(PERCENT) 


REPORTING  FACILITY  of 

CHILD  ABUSE/ 

SPOUSE 

SEXUAL 

Report*) 

NEGLECT 

ABUSE 

ASSAULT/RAPE 

NAVY  (2876) 

33.1% 

63.6% 

3.3% 

NRMCI.INIC  ANNAPOLIS  (I) 

0.0 

100.0 

0.0 

HNMC  BETHESDA  (75) 

18.7 

66.7 

14.7 

NRNC  BREMERTON  (109) 

35.8 

56.9 

7.3 

NRMC  CHARLESTON  (200) 

14.5 

77.5 

8.0 

NRNC  CORPUS  CHRISTI  (45) 

31.1 

60.0 

8.9 

NRMC  GREAT  LAKES  (168) 

31.0 

67.3 

1.8 

NRMC  GUAM  (174) 

36.8 

60.9 

2.3 

NAVHOSP  GUANTANAMO  (lo) 

50.0 

50.0 

0.0 

NRMCUNIC  HAMAH  (451) 

18.4 

81.6 

0.0 

NRMC  JACKSONVILLE  (185) 

40.3 

59.5 

0.3 

NAVHOSP  KEY  NEST  (14) 

35.7 

57.1 

7.1 

NAVHOSP  LEMOORE  (3) 

1QQ.Q 

0.0 

0.0 

NRMC  LONG  BEAC!  (128) 

32.8 

65.6 

1.6 

NRMC  KEMPMIS  (74) 

21.6 

73.0 

5.4 

NRMC  NAPLES  (16) 

60. Q 

40.0 

0.0 

NRMC  NEWPORT  (65) 

44.6 

53.9 

1.5 

NSMC  NEW  LONDON  (70) 

28.6 

71.4 

0.0 

NRNC  OAKLAND  (97) 

53.6 

39.2 

7.2 

NRMC  ORLANDO  (27) 

14.8 

81.5 

3.7 

NAVHOSP  PAX  RIVER  (18) 

0.0 

100.0 

0.0 

NARMC  PENSACOLA  (116) 

42.2 

53.3 

4.4 

NRMC  PHILADELPHIA  (25) 

8.0 

88.0 

4.0 

NAVHOSP  PORT  HUENEME  (81) 

48.2 

46.9 

4.9 

NRMC  PORTSMOUTH  (42) 

76.2 

21.4 

2.4 

NAVHOSP  ROTA  (15) 

33.3 

66.7 

o.o 

NRMC  SAN  DIEGO  (327) 

42.8 

51.4 

5.8 

NRMCUNIC  SEATTLE  (4) 

50,0 

50.0 

0.0 

NAVHOSP  SUBIC  BAY  (35) 

US  NAVAL  ACTIVITIES. 

17.1 

82.9 

0.0 

UK.  LONDON.  ENGLAND  (3) 

66.7 

fRBTlWti-! 

0.0 

US  NAVAL  FACILITY,  ARGENT  IA, 

HEM  FOUNDLAND,  CANADA  (1) 

loo.o 

0.0 

0.0 

NAVHOSP  NHID8EY  ISLAND  (17) 

35.3 

64.7 

0.0 

NRMC  YOKOSUKA  (3) 

33.3 

66.7 

o.o 

NAVAL  AIR  STATIONS  (34) 

23.5 

73.5 

2.9 

OTHER  NAVY  LOCATIONS  (26) 

60.0 

40.0 

0.0 

MARINES  (738) 

72.2 

2.4 

NAVHOSP  BEAUFORT  (28) 

3.6 

89.  3 

7.1 

NRNC  CAMP  LEJEUNE  (299) 

26.4 

73.2 

0.3 

NRNC  CAHP  FEKPMETQN  <I17j 

24.8 

70.1 

5.1 

NAVHOSP  CHERRY  FOOT  (44) 

29.6 

63.6 

6.8 

NRNC  OKINAWA  (14) 

35.7 

57.1 

7.1 

i  ■mu— 

23.9 

76.1 

0.0 

29  PAINS*  CA  (69) 

34. S 

58.0 

7.3 

1S.1 

84.9 

0.0 

100.0 

0.0 

0.0 

(66) 


100.0 

0.0 

100.0 

0.0 

0.0 

100.0 

0.0 

0.0 

[66 


100.0 


Finally,  Tabic  1-6  examines  report  dispositions  —  whether  reports 
were  indicated  as  suspected  or  established.  The  reader  should  be  aware  that 
this  information  caae  from  three  different  places,  and  that  priorities  were 
established  regarding  how  a  report  should  be  coded.  First,  certain  form 
types  (types  1,  2,  and  3)  are  labeled  as  either  suspected  or  established 
fore  types;  if  no  other  information  contradicted  this,  the  fore  type  label 
was  used  to  define  caae  disposition.  Second,  form  type  4  includes  a  place 
for  the  reporter  to  check  off  either  suspected  or  established;  again,  if  no 
other  information  contradicted  this,  this  iteai  was  used  to  define  caae 
disposition.  Finally,  upon  central  review  by  the  Navy,  some  reports  included 
a  handwritten  disposition  and  date  at  the  top  of  the  form;  if  this  hand¬ 
written  disposition  contradicted  either  of  the  above  designated  dispositions, 
it  was  chosen  as  the  report  disposition  for  this  data  base.  The  reasoning 
behind  this  decision  was  that  the  handwritten  disposition  was  added  at  a 
later  date,  prestmably  after  additional  information  beceaw  available;  it 
representad  a  recognition  that,  for  example,  a  case  previously  thought  to  be 
suspected  was  now  viewed  as  established. 

is  Table  1-6  indicates,  there  is  wide  variation  in  disposition  among 
reporting  facilities.  If  the  Navy  feels  that  this  is  an  iag>ortant  variable, 
further  analysis  wxild  be  useful  in  explicating  these  findings. 
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TABLE  I-  6 


REPORTING  P AGILITY  BY  REPORT  DISPOSITION 
(PERCENT) 


REPORTING  FACILITY  <«  of  ta porta) 

SUSPECTED 

ESTABLISHED 

NAVY  (2876) 

79.2% 

20.8% 

NRMCLIMIC  ANNAPOLIS  (1) 

100.0 

o.o 

NNHC  BETKESDA  (75) 

28.0 

72.0 

NRMC  BREMERTON  (109) 

94.5 

5.5 

NRMC  CHARLESTON  (200) 

99.5 

0.5 

NRN C  CORPUS  CHRISTI  (45) 

73.3 

’6.7 

NRMC  GREAT  LAKES  (168) 

95.8 

4.2 

100.0 

0.0 

KAVHOSP  GUANTANAMO  (10) 

50.0 

50.0 

NRHCUNIC  HAWAII  (451) 

87.8 

12.2 

NRMC  JACKSONVILLE  (385) 

60.  3 

39.7 

NAVH06P  KEY  WEST  (14) 

78.6 

21.4 

NAVNOSP  LEMOORE  (3) 

33.3 

66.7 

32.0 

68.0 

100.0 

0.0 

66.7 

33.3 

NRMC  NEWPORT  (65) 

53.9 

46.2 

NSMC  MEM  LONDON  (70) 

59.4 

40.6 

97.9 

2.1 

NRMC  ORLANDO  (27) 

33.3 

66.7 

NAVM08P  PAX  RIVER  (18) 

100. 0 

0.0 

HAAMC  PENSACOLA  (135) 

_  97.0 

3.0 

52.0 

48.0 

70.4 

29.6 

51.2 

48.8 

NAVNOSP  ROTA  (15) 

loo.o 

0.0 

NIMC  SAN  DIBQO  (327) 

88.1 

11.9 

1  ■  ■  >  II  I—— 

75.0 

25.0 

NAVNOSP  SUBIC  BAY  (35) 

28.6 

71.4 

OS  NAVAL  ACTIVITIES, 

66.7 

US  NAVAL  FACILITY.  ARGENT IA, 

MEN  POUNDLAND,  CANADA  (1) 

0.0 

0.0 

■  IIM  — 

1QQ.Q 

0.0 

NRMC  YOKOSUKA  (3) 

64.7 

33.3 

NAVAL  AZR  STATIONS  (34) 

91.2 

8.8 

_ 9* -Q 

_ i afl _ 

ggffltt  <?*> 

nvaost  BEAUPOKT  (28) 


^lAMC  CMt  PENDLETON  (117) 


2* 


POINT  (44) 
04) 

(113) 


,Ck  _ 

QOMM  MR  fMRCM 


(S3) 


•2.1 

74.4 


JttjtiL 

100.0 

57.1 


JUL 


37.0 

17.9 

23.4 

UJL 

0.0 

42.9 

17.4 
94.3 


•2.4 

5.7 


In  bub,  It  is  evident  that  the  reports  sent  into  the  Central  Registry 
from  various  reporting  facilities  vary  a  great  deal  in  their  basic  charac¬ 
teristics.  Of  course,  one  would  not  expect  casiplete  uniformity  due  to  a 
number  of  factors  --  demographic  differences,  in  particular.  However,  the 
Navy  may  have  anticipated  somewhat  greater  similarities.  To  the  extent  that 
the  Navy  has  specific  questions  about  reporting  facility  characteristics, 
additional  analyses  could  be  done. 


CHAPTER  II 


ANALYSIS  OP  CHILI)  ABUSE/NEGLECT  REPORTS 

There  arc  a  total  of  1,204  reports  of  child  abuaa/neqlect  in  the 
Central  Registry  data  file,  comprising  one-third  of  the  data  base.  Sixty 
percent  of  these  reports  caste  from  1981,  and  40  percent  from  1982.  About 
half  of  the  reports  are  recorded  on  form  type  2  —  a  “suspected"  form  type, 
and  nearly  one-third  come  from  form  type  1  —  an  “established”  form  type 
(see  Table  I I - 1 ) .  Given  the  modifications  in  report  disposition  made  by 
central  review  by  the  Navy,  exactly  one-third  of  the  reports  were  indicated 
as  established,  and  two-thirds  as  suspected. 


TABLE  I I - 1 
row  TYPE 
(N-1204) 


Form  Type 
1 
2 

3 

4 

5 


Percent 

29.1 

51.0 

0.0 

14.4 

5.6 


Victim  Characteristics 

As  is  typical  of  child  abuse/neglect  reports  in  general,  half  of  the 
victims  are  male  (49.5  percent)  and  half  are  female  (50.5  percent).  The 
median  age  of  victiaa  is  2.t  years,  an  age  sipiifieantly  lover  than  the 
nationally  reported  average  of  about  7.2  years.  About  four-fifths  of  the 


victims  are  white,  one-tenth  black ,  and  the  remainder  of  other  races  (see 
Table  11-2).  These  demographic  characteristics  of  victims  will  be  compared 
to  the  demographic  character istics  of  all  Navy  dependent  children  in  a 
later  report. 


TABLE  11-2 

RACE  OF  VICTIM 
(N-478) 


Percent 

White 

81.2 

Black 

11.9 

Other 

6.9 

Sponsor  Characteristics 

Sponsor  information  is  not  available  on  form  type  2  and  has  not  yet 
been  coded  from  form  type  5,  so  the  information  in  this  section  cones  from 
form  types  1  and  4  only  (523  cases).  Ninety-four  percent  of  the  sponsors  an¬ 
nals,  and  their  median  aga  is  26.6  years.  Ninety-two  percent  are  currently 
married,  seven  percent  are  divorced  or  separated,  and  lass  than  one  percent 
each  ara  single  and  widowed.  By  definition,  the  sponsor  is  e  parent  to  the 
victim  child,  end  81  percent  are  natural  parents,  17  percent  step-parents,  and 
1  percent  adoptive  parents.  The  racial  composition  of  this  group  parallels 
that  of  victims  (sea  Table  11-3). 
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TABLE  II-l 


RACE  OF  SPONSOR 


(N-324) 

Percent 


White 

83.6 

Black 

10.5 

Other 

5.9 

It  is  noteworthy  that  the  sponsor  was  indicated  an  the  abuser  in  5) 
percent  of  the  cases.  Given  the  way  the  forms  were  structured,  it  was  likely 
that  only  one  abuser  would  be  indicated  even  though  there  nay  have  indeed 
been  sort  than  one  person  responsible  for  the  reported  abuae/neqlect .  Thus, 
one  should  assume  that  the  sponsor  was  the  primary  abuser  in  half  of  the 
cases,  but  that  this  may  be  an  unde rest lam te  of  the  sponsor's  actual  involveme 
Three  percent  of  all  sponsors  are  retired  military  personnel.  Of  the  **7 
percent  in  active  status,  69  percent  are  Navy  personnel  while  31  percent  are 
in  the  Marines.  Table  IX-4  displays  the  rate/grade  distribution  of  all 
sponsors.  Note  that  over  7o  percent  are  petty  officers  (sK>stly  at  the  E-4, 
E-5,  or  E-fc  grades)  and  that  24  percent  are  at  general  apprenticeship  rates 
(the  isajority  at  the  E-3  grade). 


TABU!  1 1-4 

RATE/GRADE  OF  SPONSOR 
(M-299) 

garcant 

Ganaral  Appranticaahlp  -  Total  24 . 1 

E-l  1.3 

E-2  5.4 

E-3  17.4 

Patty  Off  leaf  -  Total  71,6 

E-4  20.1 

E-5  23.4 

E-6  17.7 

E-7  8.0 

E-8  2.3 

E-9  0.0 

Warrant  Off loafa  -  Total*  0.3 


Oo—  laalonad  Of f Ion  -  Total*  4.0 


•Tha  nuabar  of  cam*  falling  into  this  category  la  too 
to  par* it  finar  bra a k down . 


Abuser  Characteristics 


Thi »  section  describes  those  persons  indicated  ss  abusers  in  the 
Central  Registry,  but  it  should  be  resMStbered  that  in  many  cases,  the  actual 
individuals  described  hers  are  also  sponsors.  Sixty-four  percent  of  the 
abusers  are  male,  and  their  Median  age  is  25.5  years.  The  racial  coe|x>s.tion 
of  this  group  parallels  that  of  victims  and  sponsors  (see  Table  II-5) . 
Concerning  relationship  to  victim,  there  are  fever  parent-child  relationships 
(and  fewer  natural  parent -natural  child  relationships)  than  for  sponsor  to 
victim  relationships,  but  still  parents  are  disproportionately  indicated  as 
abusers  (see  Table  12-6) . 


TABLE  II-5 

RACE  Or  ABUSER 
(W-431) 


Percent 


White 

81.7 

Black 

12.5 

Other 

5.8 
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TABU!  1 1-6 


RELATIONSHIP  OF  ABUSER  TO  VICTIM* 


Percent 

Ptr«nt  aa.o 

Natural  Parent  72. 5 

Step  Parent  16.2 

Adaptive  Parent  0.9 

Other  Relative  1.2 

Non-Relative  9.4 

Teacher  0 . 3 

Babysitter  2.9 

Neighbor/f riend  of  family  4.6 

Other  1.5 

Unknown  to  Victim  0 . 1 


*The  percentages  for  major  categories  are  based  on  1,111 
reports  from  all  fora  types.  The  percentages  for  sub¬ 
categories  are  based  on  345  reports  of  fora  type  1.  Because 
they  com  from  different  distributions,  the  sub-categories 
may  not  add  up  precisely  to  the  total  percent  for  the  category 


Sixty-two  percent  of  all  abuxarx  xrx  of  xctivx  military  statux  and 
Mr>  *ddi t i onal  4  pxroxnt  xrx  rxtlrxd  military  parxonnal.  Of  thoxa  currently 
active ,  71  percent  are  Navy  parxonnal  and  28  percent  Mari nee .  Thai r  rate/gradc 
dixtribution  la  indicatad  in  Tabla  II-?.  Note  that  thia  diatribution  fairly 
closely  parallalx  that  of  sponaorx. 


.  ;'«V.Vr  ,c-?\ 

!r/~  Vw**"’  **  4  '**■■ 


m:rc^ 


TAB  LX  1 1-7 

RATE/flRADB  Of  ABOSEA 
((•-309) 


c*n«r«l  Appranticaahlp  -  Total 

E-l 

E-2 


E-l 


p.ttv  Qffl«»  -  Tg*£i 
E-4 
E-5 
E-fc 
E-7 
E-8 
E-9 


Warrant  offlcara  -  Tot«-i* 
rr— i«»ionad  offlcara  -  Total* 


Parcant 

20.4 
2.1 
4.9 

13.3 

73.5 

17.2 

23.3 
23.0 

8.7 

1.3 


0.7 


5.9 


•T*a  m»bar  of  caaa.  falling  into  this  catagory  ia  too 
parmit  finar  braaXdown ■ 
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Case  Information 


Child  abuse  reports  made  to  the  Navy  are  of  a  variety  of  types,  with 
just  over  half  being  reports  of  physical  abuses  neglect  reports  constitute 
just  over  one-<]uarter ,  and  sexual  assault  reports  about  IS  percent  (see 
Table  II-8).  This  contrasts  with  national  reporting  in  the  civilian  community 
in  which  neglect  reports  far  outmxaber  abuse  reports,  and  it  reflects  the 
Navy’s  primary  characterisation  of  the  phenomena  of  child  abuse  and  neglect 
as  amdical  problems . 


TABLE  11-8 

TYPE  OP  REPORT  -  AS  REPORTED  TO  NAVY 
(N-1143) 


Percent 


Physical  abuse 

54.7 

Sexual  assault/abuse 

15.3 

Rape 

0.7 

Owt i ona  1  /psychological  abuse 

0.9 

Neglect 

27.8 

Hami ci de/ f ata 1 i t y 

0.1 

Unspec i f 1 ed/other 

0.5 

Actual  maltreatment  sustained  by  the  victim  was  also  coded  from  narrative 
sections  on  the  format  this  data  represents  information  determined  from  the 
Navy  investigation  of  the  report,  is  more  detailed  than  the  general  report 
type,  and  may  Include  more  than  one  type  of  maltreatment .  However,  as 
indicated  in  Table  XX-9,  this  Independent  indicator  of  child  maltreatment 
very  closely  matches  the  type  of  report.  (Note  that  the  category  of  threatening 
behavior  will  be  discussed  in  Chapter  XXI  sines  it  is  more  relevant  to  the 
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subject  of  spouse  abuse.)  There  was  a  total  of  10  fatalities  identified  in 
this  process. 


TABLE  11*9 

TYPE  OF  HALT  REA  TKEJfT* 
(N-1070) 


Percent 


No  auil treatment  indicated  1.5 
Threatening  behavior  3.9 
Physical  smltreatment  52.6 
Sexual  smltreatment  16.4 
Deprivation  of  necessities  30.6 
fractional  «al treatment  1.7 


•Hay  sue  to  greater  than  100%  because  eore  than  one 
maltreatment  nay  have  been  Indicated. 


Source  of  report  to  medical  authorities  is  indicated  in  Table  11-10. 

Note  that  the  most  frequent  source  of  referral  is  self *referral  (including 
sponsor  and  sponsor  spouse) ,  but  that  nearly  one-third  of  the  cases  have  an 
'other*  source  of  report.  Also  note  that  percentages  of  social  service  and 
aedical  personnel  reports  are  underestimates  because  they  did  not  appear  as 
choices  an  each  for*  typei  some  of  these  are  undoubtedly  included  in  the 
•other*  category.  Although  this  table  Is  not  as  informative  as  one  would  like, 
it  is  presented  to  make  the  point  that  fora  design  is  a  critical  part  of  the 
information  collection  process  and  that  without  clear  and  comprehensive  lists 
of  coding  categories,  data  will  be  less  than  fully  informative. 
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TABLE  11-10 


SOURCE  Of  REPORT  TO  MEDICAL  AUTHORITIES 
(N-696) 


Percent 


Civilian  police  3.3 

Military  police/security  12.4 

Social  aervice  6.6* 

Self-referred  36.1 

Medical  personnel  10. 9^ 

Other  31. B 


a)  This  category  was  indicated  on  fora  type  1  only,  and 

social  service  sources  frcei  fora  type  2  are  included  as  "other.* 

b)  This  category  was  included  on  fora  type  2  only,  and 
Radical  sources  froa  fora  type  1  are  Included  as  "other." 


Based  on  fora  type  4  only.  Table  11-11  contains  another  hind  of  referral 
inforaatian,  how  information  was  brought  to  the  PAR.  Given  the  categories 
to  select  froa,  pediatric  clinic  and  social  service  personnel  were  the  aoet 
frequent  sources  of  referral.  Clearly,  the  differences  between  these  two 
tables  suggest  the  need  to  determine  in  advance  the  kind  of  Information 
needed .  and  then  to  spell  it  out  clearly  in  form  design. 


TABUS  II- 11 

:>i  .imcK  <*■  report  m  far 

(M-lf>4) 


Percent 

Cl  v  1 1  lan  pol  Ico 

5.  5 

Military  pol ice/secur i t y 

9.  2 

Civilian  social  services 

12.8 

Si>on*«r 

l>.  7 

Sponsor  sjiouse 

7.9 

Sponsor's  ccaesand 

2.4 

OKmeney  r cxjo 

fe.  1 

Pediatric  clinic 

21.8 

In|iat tent  medical  service 

2.4 

Alcohol  treatment  facility 

1.2 

outpatient  services 

4.  1 

Military  Hocial  services 

1.0 

Anonymous  ca  1  ler 

O.fc 

School 

2.4 

Family  friend 

1.8 

Ne  1  <jhbor 

4.  1 

Child  care  center 

1.8 

Babysitter 

1.8 

other 


1.8 


fully  stress  factors  --  underlying  conditions  which  were  parcaiwad  by  the 
r a port a r  to  produce  tension,  atraaa,  and  problem  --  ware  also  coded  from 
narrative  responses  on  the  fores.  (In  addition,  stress  factors  ware  taken 
frasi  the  precoded  lists  of  fully  stress  factors  on  for*  type  4.)  In  total, 
at  least  one  stress  factor  was  identified  in  43  percent  of  the  cases,  but 
the  absence  of  such  factors  uy  be  due  either  to  their  absence  in  the  fully 
or  to  the  reporter's  failure  to  indicate  then.  ( Reporters  were  asked  to 
sun  arise  incidents,  and  very  often,  this  included  a  description  of  under¬ 
lying  conditions)  however,  it  was  not  clearly  spelled  out  that  such  conditions 
aust  be  listed.)  Table  11-12  is  based  on  the  total  of  all  reports  (except 
fore  type  5),  and  thus  represents  a  conservative  estimate  of  the  proportion 
of  cases  in  which  stress  factors  are  present,  fully  interaction  factors 
were  indicated  in  one-third  of  the  cases,  with  the  Majority  of  these  beinq 
instances  of  history  of  fully  violence  (previous  instances  of  abuse).  Alcohol/ 
drug  problem  were  evident  in  nearly  10  percent  of  the  cases.  It  had  been 
expected  that  job  probleaw  related  to  the  specific  characteristics  of 
•ilitary  life  would  create  stresses  in  nany  fuilies,  but  such  indications 
are  minimi.  In  sub,  these  estisuites  of  stress  factors  are  suggestive,  but 
the  aethodology  employed  of  necessity  underestimates  actual  stresses  in 
fuilies.  It  is  cQBBon  on  many  state  Child  Protective  Services  reporting 
form  to  include  a  pre-coded  list  of  stress  factors  to  be  checked  off  by 
the  social  worker,  and  such  a  procedure  my  be  appropriate  for  the  Navy  as 
well.  If  these  findings  are  thou^it  to  be  useful,  future  fora  revision  in 
the  Navy  might  include  a  list  such  as  the  one  on  fora  type  4. 


-30- 


TABI.E  ll-U 


FAMri.Y  STRESS  FACTORS 
<  N- 1 1  3  7 ) 

Percent 

Health  problnms  -  total  13.7 

-Alcohol /drug  abuse  or  dependency  9.1 

-  other  health  problems  4.8 

Economic  or  ^»h£Si c a  1  J  tying 

si  t  ua  t  ion  jprob lews  _total  0.9 

- Ass ignment/rolocation  problems  1./ 

-Separation  of  husband/w  i  f  t>  due  to  job  1.1 

-Other  job  stresses  O.b 

-Ot(w»r  economic  or  physical  living  5.2 

situation  problems 

Family  interaction  problems  -  total  34. 2 

- Inappropr iatc  methods  of  discipline  5.1 

-Marital  problems  4.0 

-History  of  family  violence  20.5 

-Other  family  interaction  problems  *>.4 


Finally,  w«  turn  to  th®  subject  of  system  responses  to  th®  report®. 

Again,  the«e  were  coded  f row  narrative®  on  the  form®,  and  same  information 
wa>  available  on  98  percent  of  the  form®.  The  information  in  Table  1I~13 
ia  based  on  thin  total  only.  It  should  be  noted  that  ettesqits  were  made  to 
determine  whether  actions  taken  (or  to  be  taken)  were  done  by  the  Navy  or  by 
civilian  agencies,  but  if  it  could  not  be  determined,  actions  were  listed 
a®  of  unspecified  origin.  In  simmtary,  14  percent  of  the  cases  involved 
court /disciplinary/ legal  action  (excluding  notifying  the  coamunding  officer), 

40  percent  were  served  by  iasmdiste  or  short-term  crisis  services,  and 
nearly  two-thirds  were  served  by  long- term/ sup port  services.  ( Examples  of 
short-term  crisis  services  are:  emergency  awdical  care  and  emergency 
placement,  Exsmples  of  support  services  are:  onqoing  counseling,  referral 
for  alcohol  treatment,  foster  care,  and  parenting  education.)  It  is 
particularly  noteworthy  that  in  nearly  half  the  cases,  tho  Navy  notified 
civilian  authorities  about  the  case  (either  Child  Protective  Services  or 
the  polios).  Cwbininq  these  cases  with  cases  in  which  civilian  agencies 
provided  services  or  were  involved  in  legal  action,  civilian  agencies  were 
Involved  in  76  percent  of  all  cases  known  to  the  Navy.  The  reporter  Indicated 
that  he  involved  a  Family  Service  Center  in  only  4  percent  of  the  cases. 

Coded  from  narrative  responses,  the  reporter  notified  or  recommended  notifi¬ 
cation  of  the  commanding  officer  in  9  percent  of  the  cases »  this  occurred  in 
13  percent  of  the  cases  in  which  the  abuser  was  a  military  person.  However, 
on  form  type  1  where  there  is  an  opportunity  to  check  off  whether  or  not  the 
00  should  be  notified,  this  was  answered  in  the  affirmative  in  40  percent 
of  the  cases.  Moreover,  when  examining  only  thoee  caees  from  form  type  1 
in  which  the  abuser  wee  a  military  person,  the  00  wee  notified  52  percent  of 
the  time.  Again,  the  way  e  question  is  worded  —  or  whether  it  is  asked  at  ail 


determines  the  conclusions  one  can  draw  from  reporting  data,  finally, 
though  not  indicated  in  Table  11-13,  the  narrative*  indicated  that  in  *o*t 
of  the  remaining  case*  a  medical  examination  or  other  investigation  was 
done,  and  options  ware  outlined  for  the  family. 


TAHI.E  1 1  -  1  » 


SYSTEM  RESPONSES 
!S’U)7) 

<  ourt /d 1  seij’l 1  rig  r  y,  le«Ja  1  a-tion  -  all 
Navy 

i  l  v  1 1  l  a  n 

>  f  led 


Immediate  or  short-term  >  t  1  ;•  I  s  »orvs»»  -  all 

Navy  H 

civilian  10.4 

L'niipeci  f le  1  14.1 

t  orra  or  n^’por  t  services  -  all 

Navy  4  1 . J 

i  v  i  1 1  an  27  .H 

l’nsja»<- i }  tod  22 .  b 


Mr  seel  1  ineous  r_e»j'cin»ea 

Involved  j>er»on  took  action  to 

remedy  situation  5.4 

Civilian  authorities  notified  by  Navy  4fc.4 

family  Service  Center  notified  or 

already  involved  in  case  1.8 


lor  cen  t 
1  KH 

1 . 4 

12.  0 

).  H 
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CHAPTER  III 


ANALYSIS  OF  SPOUSE  ABUSE  REPORTS 


There  are  a  total  of  2,163  reports  of  spouse  abuse  In  the  Central 
Registry  data  file,  cofsprlslnq  64  percent  of  the  data  base.  These  are 
relatively  evenly  split  between  the  years,  with  46  percent  of  the  reports 
frooi  1981  and  S4  percent  frasi  1982.  Reports  casts  predominately  from  form 
tyj«  2  (nee  Table  1 1 1  —  1 )  .  Reflecting  this  heavy  representation  from  the 
'Suspected  Abuse /Neglect /Sexual  Assault  and  Rape  Report”  form  type,  over 
three -quarters  (79  percent)  of  the  reports  remained  labeled  as  suspected 
spouse  abuse,  even  after  modifications  wore  made  by  Navy  central  review. 


TABLE  1 1 1 - 1 

FORM  TYPE 
(N-2  3C3) 


Form  Type 
1 
2 

3 

4 

5 


Percent 

0.0 

71.4 

17.3 

11.4 
0.0 


Victim  Character let Ice 

It  la  not  a  surprising  finding  that  nearly  all  (96  percent)  of  the 
spouse  abuse  victim  are  female .  Although  moat  of  those  victim  are  dependant 
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■i  1 1  tary  spouses,  IS  percent  ere  themselves  active  military  members.  Of 
these.  46  percent  are  at  the  general  apprenticeship  level.  52  percent  at 
the  petty  officer  level,  and  only  2  percent  warrant  officers  and  above.  Their 
median  age  is  24.6  years,  and  the  majority  of  victims  are  white  (see  Table  111-2) 


TABLE  111-2 

RACE  Of  VICTIM 
(N-647) 


White 

Black 

Other 


Percent 

58.1 

29.1 

12.8 


Sponsor  Characteristics 

Sponsor  information  is  not  available  on  form  type  2,  and  the  Information 
in  this  section  comas  from  the  subset  of  67?  spouse  abuse  cases  recorded  on 
form  types  3  and  4.  Sponsors  are  nearly  all  male  (97  percent),  with  a 
median  age  of  24.6  years.  The  racial  composition  of  this  group  parallels 
that  of  victims  (see  Table  I I 1-3) .  Sponsors  were  the  victims  of  spouse  abuse 
in  7  percent  of  the  cases,  and  the  abusers  in  93  percent  of  the  cases. 


TABLE  III-3 


RACE  OP  SPONSOR 
(N*624) 


Percent 


White 

60.4 

Black 

32.4 

Other 

7.2 

Eight  percent  of  all  sponsors  are  retired  military  personnel.  Of  the 
92  percent  in  active  status.  49  percent  are  Navy  personnel  while  SI  percent 
are  in  the  Narines.  .'he  distribution  of  rate/grades  for  sponsors  in  active 


status  is  contained  in  Table  III-4. 


i  .i  .  ir 


TABLE  III-4 

RATE/GRADE  OF  SPONSOR 
(N-375) 


Pffctnt 


Gtn>r«l  Apprantlcaahip  -  Total  30.4 

E-l  3.2 

E-2  8.5 

E-3  18.7 

Patty  Offlcara  -  Total  6S  .6 

E-4  18.4 

E-S  25.6 

E-6  14.4 

E-7  6.1 

E-8  1.1 

E-9 

Warrant  Of  fief  -  Total*  0.3 

Coaaa  laaiogad  Offlcara  -  Total*  3 ■  7 


•TTm*  nuaber  of  caaaa  falling  into  this  category  la  too  aauill 
to  pantit  finar  braafcdown. 


jjfaum  OMMCUrlitiCj 


Sam  abu ear  information  la  based  on  form  typ«a  2,  3,  and  4,  but  othar 
Information  coaaa  only  from  tha  aubaat  of  677  apouaa  abuaa  caaaa  from  form 
typaa  3  and  4.  In  tha  lattar  caaa,  abuaar  and  aponaor  information  will  ba 

idantical,  given  that  thay  coam  from  tha  aama  aubaat  of  forma  and  that 
naarly  all  aponaora  ara  alao  abuaara.  However,  tha  information  ia  all  presented 
in  thia  aaction  for  aaay  rafaranca. 

Abuaara  are  naarly  all  mala  (96  percent),  with  a  median  age  of  24.8  years. 
The  racial  composition  .a  indicated  in  Table  1II-5. 


TABLE  111-5 

RACE  OP  ABUSER 
(M-640) 


Percent 


White 

59.5 

Black 

32.7 

Other 

7.0 

Most  (88  percent)  of  the  abuaara  in  apouaa  abuaa  caaaa  ara  of  active 
military  statua,  and  an  additional  7  percent  ara  retired  military  persona. 

Of  those  in  active  duty,  a  majority  —  51  percent  —  are  Marines ,  while  49 
percent  are  in  the  Navy.  Table  111-6  svamtarisea  their  military  rate/grades. 


TABLE  III-6 


RATE /GRADE  Of  ABUSER 
(M* 1 120) 


Parcant 


G«n*ril  Arpra  ntjcaahip  -  Total  27.6 

E-l  2.6 

E-2  5.8 

E-3  19.2 

P»tty  Officara  -  Total  69.1 

E-4  19.3 

E-S  28.3 

E-6  143 

E-7  5.4 

E-8  1.7 

E-9  0.1 

Warrant  Officara  -  Total*  0.4 

Camlaalooad  Officara  -  Total*  2.9 


•Tha  niabtr  of  caaaa  falling  into  this  cat* gory  la  too  aawll 
to  parait  finar  braakdown . 
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Case  Information 


Unlike  the  child  abuse  date  base,  nearly  all  report*  of  apouae  abuse 
aade  to  the  Navy  are  recorded  a*  report*  of  physical  abuse  (*>7  percent) .  Only 
1  percent  of  the  reports  are  labeled  as  emotional/psycholoqical  abuse,  and 
less  than  1  percent  each  of  the  reports  are  labeled  sexual  assault/abuse, 
rape,  or  neqlect.  In  the  absence  of  morm  comprehensive  and  universal  leqal 
definitions  of  spouse  abuse  (as  exist  for  child  abuse/neglect) ,  this  findinq 
indeed  reflects  what  is  cossscmly  perceived  as  spouse  abuse  --  the  physical 
beating  or  as 1 treatment  of  one  spouse  by  another. 

Actual  maltreatment  sustained  by  the  victim  was  coded  from  narrative 
sections  on  the  forma,  as  discussed  in  Chapter  II.  Table  III-7  susssarises 
the  types  of  swltreatment  found  for  cases  of  spouse  abuse.  Note  that  in  about 
one-third  of  the  cases,  the  most  serious  maltreatment  found  was  threateninq 
behavior  --  an  action  in  which  a  threat  was  made  that  could  have  resulted  in 
physical  harm,  such  as  brandlshinq  a  weapon,  throwinq  objects,  or  pushinq  or 
shovlnq  the  victim.  Physical  suiltreatment  was  indicated  in  two-thirds  of  the 
cases  —  actions  in  which  a  more  serious  physical  act  occurred,  such  as 
kicking,  beating,  or  punching  in  the  head,  or  any  action  which  actually 
resulted  in  a  physical  injury.  (There  was  one  fatality  indicated.)  It  is 
noteworthy  that  these  coding  categories  were  developed  expressly  for  this 
investigation  and  do  not  match  any  definitions  previously  established  by  the 
Navy.  In  fact,  it  suggests  the  need  to  expand  upon  existing  definitions  of 
abuse  (such  as  those  in  Section  1  of  BUNEDINST  6  320.57)  to  SKir*  adequately 
cover  the  subject  of  spouse  abuse.  Threatening  behavior  should  indeed  be 
included  as  a  reportable  condition  of  spouse  abuse,  but  this  needs  to  be 
differentiated  from  actual  physical  maltreatment ,  an  the  one  hand,  and  mere 
verbal  arpmint  in  which  there  is  no  victim  or  abuser,  on  the  other. 
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TABLE  HI-? 


TYPE  OP  MALTREATMENT* 
(M-2062) 

Pgrcgnt 


No  MltrMtatnt  indicated  0.8 
Threatening  behavior  32.2 
Physical  maltreatment  66.1 
Sexual  maltreatment  0.7 
Deprivation  of  necessities  0.4 
teotional  maltreatment  1.4 


•May  sum  to  greater  than  100*  because  more  then  one 
maltreatment  stay  have  been  indicated. 


Source  of  report  to  medical  authorities  is  indicated  in  Table  1IX-8; 
this  information  comes  from  form  types  2  and  3.  Clearly,  the  most  ccesson 
source  is  self-referral  (58  percent)  which  includes  reports  mads  by  either 
the  sponsor  or  the  sponsor  spouse.  Military  police/security  made  referrals 
in  about  20  percent  of  the  cases,  and  medical  personnel  in  nearly  10  percent. 


TABLE  HI-8 

BOUNCE  OP  REPORT  TO  MEDICAL  AUTHORITIES 
(N-1777) 


Civilian  police 

4.S 

Military  police/security 

21.3 

Self-referred 

SS.i 

Medical  personnel 

9.2 

Other 

7.0 

Form  type  4  contain*  another  type  of  information,  how  information 
«*aa  brought  to  the  r«  (■•«  Table  III-9) .  Given  the  aveilable  options  to 
choose  from,  the  emergency  room  was  listed  as  taking  information  to  the 
FAR  in  40  percent  of  the  cases,  followed  by  military  police/security  in 
25  percent,  and  sponsor /sponsor  spouse  in  12  percent.  As  indicated  in 
Chapter  II,  the  wide  variability  between  these  two  indicators  suggests  the 
need  to  determine  exactly  what  kind  of  Information  is  needed  for  awnagaemnt 
purposes,  and  then  spall  it  out  clearly  in  fora  design. 


TABLE  HI-9 


SOURCE  OF  REPORT  TO  FAR 
(H-260) 


Percent 

Civilian  polica 

2. 1 

Military  police/security 

25.4 

Civilian  social  sarvicas 

0.4 

Sponsor 

1.2 

Sponsor  spouse 

11*2 

Sponsor's  cossand 

2.3 

Haergency  rotas 

40.4 

Pediatric  clinic 

0.B 

Inpatient  aedical  service 

1.9 

Alcohol  treatisent  facility 

J.  1 

Outpatient  services 

fc.2 

Military  social  services 

2.  J 

Faally  friend 

0.4 

Legs  1  officer 

0.8 

Chaplain 

1.5 
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Family  stress  factors  ware  also  coded  frcst  narrative  responses  cm  the 
*orm*'  laaat  ana  stress  factor  was  identified  in  46  percent  of  the 

Htwevar ,  as  described  previously,  the  absence  of  such  factors  may  be 
<*UB  *Ath*r  to  their  absence  in  the  family  or  to  the  reporter's  failure  to 
indicate  them.  Table  111-10  is  based  on  the  total  of  all  reports,  and  thus 
represents  a  conservative  estimate  of  the  proportion  of  cases  in  which  stress 
factors  are  present.  Family  interaction  factors  were  indicated  in  over  a 
third  of  the  cases,  with  nearly  one-quarter  showing  a  history  of  family 
violence  (previoua  instances  of  abuse) .  Alcohol/drug  problems  were  recorded 
in  over  10  percent  of  the  cases.  Aa  was  also  suggested  for  child  abuse  case., 
it  had  been  thought  that  job  problems  related  to  the  specific  character  1st  if. 
of  military  life  would  create  stresses  in  many  families,  but  again  such 
indication*  were  very  rare.  In  sum,  these  estimates  of  stress  factors  are 
suggestive  only,  and  if  the  Navy  feels  these  findings  are  useful,  the  mclusi, 
of  a  pre-coded  list  of  stress  factors  (such  as  the  list  on  form  type  4)  may 
be  appropriate. 


TABI.F.  1 1  I- 10 
FAMII.Y  STB  ESS  FACTORS 
J) 

i'erienl 

HeaUli  jtroblema^  -  J.ota  1  1  1_. ') 

-Alcohol /<lru<|  abuse  or  *lej>enflency  12.H 

-Other  health  problems  1.* 

Economic  or  physical  living 

situatjkon  jj robins  -  total  S._l 

-  Ass  ignment/t  elocat  ion  problems  1.1 

-Separation  of  husbaml/wi  f  e  due  to  job  0.1 

Other  job  stresses  o.«> 

-Other  economic  or  physical  livin')  1 .  b 

situation  problems 

1  aailjr  interaction  problems  -  total  Hj.J 

-Inappropriate  methodB  of  discipline  ">.2 

-Marital  problems  li.l 

-History  of  family  violence  24. I 

-Other  family  interaction  problems  l.H 
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An  int«restinq  result  occurs  when  the  subject  of  alcohol/drug  use  is 
considered.  In  addition  to  the  narrative  coding,  there  are  a  total  of  nine 
rre-coded  questions  related  to  alcohol/drug  use  as  a  factor  in  the  spouse 
abuse  cowing  from  the  various  for®  types.  (Table  A-4  in  the  appendix 
susMritei  these  indicators.)  A  composite  Measure  was  created  frasi  all  of 
these,  indicating  whether  alcohol/druqs  were  mentioned  at  al_l  as  a  factor  i:. 
the  case,  on  this  measure,  42  percent  of  the  reports  indicated  the  affirm**.. 
That  is,  in  over  two-fifths  of  the  spouse  abuse  reports  made,  alcohol/druq 
use  was  thought  to  be  a  factor  in  the  case.  Furthermore,  most  of  these 
instances  were  cases  of  the  abuser,  not  the  abused,  using  alcohol.  Surely, 
policy  implications  can  be  drawn  from  these  findings  about  the  role  of 
alcohol/drug  abuse  in  family  violence. 

Finally,  we  turn  to  the  subject  of  system  responses  to  the  report;  agair. . 
these  were  coded  frees  narratives  on  the  forms,  and  some  Information  was  avail 
abla  on  97  percent  of  the  forma.  The  information  In  .able  III-ll  is  based 
on  this  total  only.  in  suasaary.  5  percent  of  the  cases  involved  court/ 
disci pi inary/legal  action  (excluding  notifying  the  eexmaanding  officer),  over 
a  third  ware  served  by  issnediate  or  short-tar®  crisis  services,  and  nearly  <.-• 
percent  were  served  by  long-term  or  support  services.  (Examples  of  short-term 
services  are:  emergency  medical  car#  and  referral  to  battered  woown's  shelt.  r 
Examples  of  support  sarvicaa  are:  long-term  counseling  and  refarral  for 
alcohol  treatment.)  it  ia  particularly  noteworthy  that  the  Navy  provided  the 
vast  majority  of  services,  perhaps  reflecting  the  abeence  of  available  civilia 
resources,  and  that  they  notified  civilian  authorities  in  only  about  S  percent 
of  the  cases.  In  ;«ct,  adding  together  all  types  of  civilian  involvement, 
civilian#  ware  involved  in  only  16  percent  of  the  apouae  abuse  cases.  It 
should  also  be  noted  that  in  over  10  percent  of  the  cases,  the  individual 
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involved  took  acme  action  to  remedy  the  situation  himself /her self ,  Buch  as 
seeking  a  divorce.  Family  Service  Centem  were  Involved  in  11  percent  of 
the  cases.  Commanding  officers  were  notified  in  10  percent  of  the  cases, 
regardless  of  whether  the  abuser  was  indicated  as  military.  Finally,  in 
most  of  the  remaining  reports,  at  minimum  the  case  was  investigated,  and 
options  were  outlined  for  the  victim  and/or  abuser. 


TAB  IX  iri-11 


SYSTEM  RESPONSES 
(N~22'-*l) 

Percent 


court,  vi  i  sc  ij>l_i  nar^'  leja  1  Ac »  Ion  il_l  r>. 

Navy  1  -  1 

i  ivi  I  un  2  .  7 

1 ’rut | mpc  l  1  led  1  .  1 

I  iwnt  l  a  t  o  or  Hi  tor  t-  terra  c/ihiji  _*er_vleea__-  all  14. 0 

Navy  21.7 

Civilian  2.0 

Unsjtec  i  f  >  o<l  1 0 . 0 

Utnj-  torn  or  Buj^tjtort_  aervices_-  all  St).* 

Navy  40. 0 

Cl vi 1 i an  7.8 

{  '  Tnt>l*ec  1  t  led  W.o 


Mi  si  el  laneouia  rea^tonaos 

Involved  jterson  took  action  to 

rtesedy  situation  12.  S 

Civilian  authorities  notified  by  Navy  4.7 

Kaaily  Service  Center  notified  or 

already  involved  in  caae  10. 8 


* 
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CHAPTER  IV 


ANALYSIS  OF  SEXUAL  ASSAULT  REPORTS 

There  are  a  total  of  113  sexual  assault  reports,  or  only  3  percent 
of  the  data  base.  Giver  the  qeneral  underrepresentation  of  reports  from  the 
latter  part  of  1982,  it  is  particularly  noteworthy  that  only  36  percent  of 
sexual  assault  reports  are  from  1981,  and  nearly  two-thirds  are  from  1982. 

It  is  highly  unlikely  that  the  incidence  of  sexual  assault  doubled  between 
the  two  years,  and  it  is  probable  that  the  finding  reflects  an  increased 
attention  the  Navy  is  giving  the  problesi.  Nearly  all  the  reports  come  fresn 
form  type  2  (see  Table  IV-1)  —  a  "suspected*  form  type)  reflecting  this  fact , 
even  after  possible  modifications  by  Navy  central  review,  96  percent  remained 
labeled  as  suspected.  Perhaps  this  raises  the  question  of  what  constitutes 
"established"  sexual  assault,  and  whether  criteria  should  be  determined  so 
that  sarc  cases  may  be  established.  Because  this  subset  of  the  data  base  is 
so  small  and  hecause  fora  type  2  is  less  inclusive  than  the  others,  less 
information  is  available  for  the  analysis  of  sexual  assault.  For  example, 
there  is  no  sponsor  information. 


TABLE  IV- 1 


row  TYPE 
(N-113) 


Font  Type 
1 
2 

3 

4 

5 


Percent 

0.0 


92.0 


0.9 


7.1 


0.0 


Victim  Characteristics 

Aa  is  true  for  spouse  abuse  as  wall,  tha  vast  majority  of  sexual  assault 
victims  are  female  (92  percent).  However,  it  is  significant  that  as  many  as 
B  percent  are  smle,  and  the  Navy  Might  want  to  consider  whether  different 
investigatory  and  service  procedures  are  needed  for  these  cases.  The  median 
age  of  victia  is  20.2  years  and  22  percent  of  the  victims  are  under  18  years 
of  age.  Again,  there  may  be  special  considerations  for  dealing  with  these 
younger  victims.  Interestingly,  while  a  small  percentage  of  spouse  abuse 
victims  are  Military  persons  (only  14  percent),  nearly  half  of  all  sexual 
assault/rape  vlctiaa  (49  percent)  are  active  Military  persons.  Por  the  27 
victims  for  which  information  is  available,  74  percent  are  at  the  general 
apprenticeship  level  and  the  remainder  are  petty  officers. 

Abuaer  Characteristics 

Perhape  the  moat  significant  finding  pertaining  to  abusers  in  sexual 
assault/rape  oaaas  is  that  79  percent  of  the  abusers  are  unknawt  to  the  victims 
and  the  remaining  21  percent  are  classified  as  non-relatives  (but  known  to 


vict. 1m* ) .  Thus,  it  would  seem  that  these  two  different  situations  would 
necessitate  different  prevention  and  treatment  considerations. 

Because  so  many  abusers  were  unknown  persons  and  presumably  because 
many  of  them  were  not  apprehended,  information  on  abusers  is  fairly  limited. 

We  do  knm»  that  for  the  two-thirds  of  the  cases  in  which  information  is 
available,  all  of  the  abusers  are  male.  Age  information  is  limited  to  only 
21  cases,  and  the  median  age  is  23.0  years.  For  the  36  ceees  where  information 
is  available,  61  percent  of  the  abusers  are  known  to  be  active  military  men; 
there  are  none  of  retired  military  status. 

Case  Information 

Fifty-two  percent  of  these  cases  are  reported  ea  sexual  assault  reports 
and  46  percent  as  rape  reports.  Whan  maltreatments  were  coded  from  narrative 
questions,  the  type  of  maltreatment  reflects  this  finding.  As  Table  IV-2 
indicates,  nearly  all  maltreatments  indicated  ere  sexual.  In  fact,  one 
r,usf.ectB  there  was  somm  physical  abuse  aa  well,  but  either  these  were  not 
recorded  as  relevant  or  not  idantified  during  the  coding  process.  There  are 


no  kncsrfn  fatalities  coming  from  this  group. 


TABLE  IV-2 


TYPE  OT  MALTREATMENT* 
(N-112) 


Percent 


No  smltreataent  indicated  0.9 
Threatening  behavior  0.9 
Physical  aaltreatjsent  3.6 
Sexual  smltreatsMnt  97.3 
Deprivation  of  necessities  0.0 
Emotional  maltreatment  0.0 


*Hay  bum  to  greater  than  100%  because  More  than  one 
MaltreatMent  May  have  been  indicated. 


The  Majority  of  reports  were  self-referred  to  Medical  authorities,  but 
over  a  quarter  casm  f row  civilian  or  Military  police.  (See  Table  IV-3.) 

Stress  factors  were  not  identified  by  the  reporter  for  obvious  reasons,  and 
there  is  minisml  information  on  alcohol  involveamnt.  Twenty  percent  of  the 
victims  were  using  alcohol/drugs  at  the  time  of  the  assault,  and  for  those  few 
cases  in  which  information  was  available  (only  35  cases),  46  percent  of  the 
abusers  were  involved  in  alcohol  or  drug  use. 


TABLE  IV- 3 


SOURCE  Or  REPORT  TO  MEDICAL  AUTHORITIES 
(N-821 


Ptrctnt 


Civilian  police 

15.9 

Military  police/sacur ity 

12.2 

Self-referred 

53.7 

Medical  personnel 

7.3 

Other 

11.1 

Turning  to  systeai  raaponaaa ,  6  pare ant  of  the  cases  involved  court/ 
disciplinary/legsl  action,  47  per cant  involved  isssadiate  or  short -tana 
crisis  aarvicas,  and  long-term  or  support  aarvicea  vara  provided  in  51  percent 
of  the  casea  (aee  Table  IV-4) .  it  la  noteworthy  that  sexual  assault  cases 
received  gore  crisis  services  and  fever  long-tern  services  than  either  child 
or  spouse  abuse  cases.  This  undoubtedly  reflects  the  crisis  nature  of  the 
rape/ sexual  assault;  however,  there  say  well  be  greater  need  for  follow-up 
services  than  is  currently  recognised.  Civilian  agencies  were  involved 
relatively  less  in  sexual  assault  cases  than  in  child  abuse  cases,  but 
relatively  acre  than  in  spouse  abuse  oases.  In  nearly  a  quarter  of  the  cases, 
civilian  authorities  were  notified  by  the  Navy ,  and  in  41  percent  of  the 
cases,  they  were  involved  in  worn  way.  Given  the  fact  that  aoet  abusers  are 
unknown  to  the  vlctia  and  thus  to  the  reporter,  ooaaanding  officers  were 
notified  in  only  S  percent  of  the  eases. 
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TABLE  HZ-4 


SYSTEM  RESPONSES 
(M-110) 

Ptrctnt 
6.4 

1.8 

2.7 

1.8 


I— edlate  or  abort-tere  crisis  services  -  <11  47.3 

Navy  31.8 
Civilian  10.0 
Unspecified  17.7 


Navy 

Civilian 
Unspecif led 


SO.  9 

31.8 

8.2 

20.0 


Miscellaneous  rei 


Involved  person  took  action  to 
ramdy  situation 

Civilian  authorities  notified  by  Navy 

Emily  Service  Center  notified  or 
already  involved  in  case 


0.9 

23.6 
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CHAPTER  V 


SUMtAKY  ANALYSIS  OP  FAMILY  ADVOCACY  PROGRAM  REPORTS 


This  chapter  examines  characteristics  of  the  entire  Central  Registry 
data  base.  Its  intent  is  to  highlight  general  information  that  should  be 
of  management  Interest,  and  to  point  out  significant  differences  among  the 
different  incident  types.  It  is  divided  into  three  sections:  sponsor 
characteristics,  abuser  characteristics,  and  systesi  responses. 

Sponsor  Characteristics 

Mho  are  the  sponsors  —  whether  abuser,  or  victim,  or  neither  —  whose 
families  face  problems  that  Involve  them  in  the  PasUly  Advocacy  Program? 
Regardless  of  the  nature  of  the  maltreatment,  who  are  the  persons  with  whom 
the  PAR's  regularly  deal7  Nearly  all  sponsors  are  male  (96  percent),  their 
median  age  is  24.9  years  and  the  majority  are  white  (6 8.0%).  Interestingly, 
the  race  of  sponsor  varies  considerably  between  the  child  abuse/neglect 
and  the  spouse  abuse  subsets.  (This  information  is  not  available  for  sexual 
assault  reports.)  As  Table  V-l  indicates,  there  is  a  larger  proportion  of 
blacks  represented  in  the  spouse  abuse  gro\f>.  A  later  report  will  analyse 
this  finding  in  relation  to  demographic  characteristics  of  Navy  personnel. 
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TABLE  V-l 


RACE  OP  SPONSOR 
(PERCENT) 


Child  Abus*/  Spous* 

Maglact  Abus* 

(IH324)  (M-624) 

Mbit*  83.6  60.4 

Black  10. 5  32.4 

Othar  5.9  7.2 


Oon earning  th*  military  prof  11*  of  sponsors ,  Tabl*  v-2  portrays  branch 
of  sarvio*.  Not*  that  thar*  ara  many  sor*  Marinas  raprasantad  in  th*  spous* 
abus*  group.  Tabl*  V-3  shows  th*  rata/grads  distribution  for  sponsors. 

Not*  that  thar*  is  a  slight  tandancy  for  sponsors  in  spous*  abus*  caaas  to 
b*  of  lowar  rata/gradas. 


TABLE  V-2 

SPONSOR  BRANCH  OP  SKRVZCS 

(pshomt) 


Child  Abua*/  Bpous* 

Naglact  Abua* 

■  Ut+H.)  UtS&SL 

Nary  68.7  48.7 

Marinas  30.9  51.1 


Othar 


0.4 


0.0 


’<=1 
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TABLE  V-J 

RATE/GRADC  OT  SPONSOR 

(percent) 


Child  Abu**/ 

Spouso 

Noglact 

Abu** 

(N-299) 

(N-375) 

Ganoral  Aonronticoship  -  Total 

24.1 

30.4 

E-l 

1.3 

3.2 

e-2 

5.4 

8.5 

E-3 

17.4 

18.7 

Potty  Of floor*  -  Total 

71.6 

65.6 

E-4 

20.1 

18.4 

E-5 

23.4 

25.6 

E-6 

17.7 

14.4 

E-7 

8.0 

6.1 

E-8 

2.3 

1.1 

E-9 

0.0 

0.0 

warrant  Of floor*  -  Total* 

0.3 

0.3 

OoHklsaionad  Of  floors  -  Total* 

4.0 

3.7 

Ihm  nambmr  of  cini  falling  into  this  category  la  too  aaall  to 
permit  floor  breakdown. 


Abu— r  Charactarlatlca 


Mh«t  *r«  tha  charactarietica  of  abu—  ra  in  Navy  f—lly  advocacy  ca—  a? 
In  particular ,  what  la  thair  unitary  profila?  *»hila  tha  vaat  majority  ara 
activa  military  paraooa  <81  parcant) .  tha  proportion  wariaa  by  incidant  typa. 
Abu— ra  of  apouaaa  ara  moat  likaly  to  ba  military  paraona  <88  parcant)  and 
child  abuaara  ara  military  63  parcant  of  tha  ti— .  (Thara  ia  inaufficiant 
information  on  unknown  aaaailanta  to  avaluata  tha  involvaawnt  of  military 
paraona  in  aaxual  aa— ult  ca— a.)  Intaraatingly .  Karinaa  ara  rapra— ntad 
aa  28  parcant  of  tha  child  abu— ra,  but  aa  51  parcant  of  tha  apou—  abuaara. 
Thia  finding  — rlt#  furthai  study,  rinally,  aa  Tabla  V-4  indicataa,  tha re 
ia  aama  tandancy  for  abuaara  in  apou—  abu a a  ca— a  to  ba  of  lowar  rate/grade 
than  thara  ia  in  child  abu—  ca— a. 
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TABU!  V-4 

bate/gradb  or  abuse* 
(pBRaorr) 


Child  Abuse/ 

Spouso 

Bogloct 

Abuse 

(IS-309) 

(N-1120) 

General  Apprenticeship  -  Total 

20.4 

27.6 

E-l 

2.1 

2.6 

E-2 

4.9 

5.8 

E-l 

13.3 

19.2 

Potty  Officors  -  Total 

73.5 

69.1 

E-4 

17.2 

19.1 

E-5 

23.3 

28.3 

E-6 

23.0 

14.3 

E-7 

B.7 

5.4 

E-8 

1.3 

1.7 

E-9 

- 

0.1 

Morrant  Officors  -  Total* 

0.7 

0.4 

- officors  -  Total* 

5.9 

2.9 

•Tl*  nwbtr  of  cimi  falling  into  this  cato«ory  is  too  mil  to  porait 
floor  breakdown. 


•( 
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In  Uni  of  demographic  characteristics,  only  in  child  abuse  is  e 
considerable  proportion  of  abusers  fsaala  (36  percent) .  The  Median  age  of 
all  abusers  is  25.4  years,  and  this  varies  only  slightly  by  incident  type. 

As  was  true  for  sponsors,  the  racial  composition  of  abusers  varies  considerably 
(see  Table  V-S) . 


TABLE  V-5 


RACE  OP  ABUSER 

(PERCENT) 

Child  Abuse/ 

Spouse 

Neglect 

Abuse 

(IP-431) 

(N-640) 

Whits 

81.7 

59.5 

Black 

12.5 

32.7 

Other 

5.8 

7.8 

Systesi  Responses 

Perhaps  the  most  important  findings  of  this  report  relate  to  how  the 
Mavy  responds  to  family  advocacy  reports,  and  to  the  extent  to  which  civilian 
re eo ureas  are  employed.  Table  v~6  summarises  systesi  responses  to  reports  of 
each  incident  type  and  to  reports  as  a  whole.  Several  noteworthy  findings 
should  be  pointed  out.  First,  for  the  data  base  as  a  whole  and  for  each 
incident  type  as  well,  long-term  or  support  services  are  the  aost  frequent 
kind  of  system  response i  these  are  provided  in  three-fifths  of  all  reports. 
Tis Hate  or  short-term  servloes  are  provided  in  over  a  third  of  the  cases, 
and  court/di eciplinary/legal  acta  (eacluding  notifying  the  commanding  officer) 
ooour  in  fewer  than  10  percent  of  the  oases,  ■eoond,  the  total  — oiwt  and  the 
relative  frequency  of  eeeh  type  of  response 
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vary  by  incident  type 


there  Is  over  twice  as  much  cr art  action  in  child  abuse  cases  as 
in  the  other  two  types.  Also,  there  is  relatively  more  crisis  response  and 

support  response  in  sexual  assault  cases  compared  to  the  other  two  types. 
Third,  overall,  the  Navy  is  providing  many  anre  long-term  and  short-term 
services  than  are  civilian  agencies,  but  civilians  are  engaging  in  court/legal 
action  more  often.  Finally,  there  are  noteworthy  differences  relating  to 
civilian  services  among  the  incident  types.  In  child  abuse  cases,  civilian 
court  action  is  quite  high,  as  are  civilian  short-term  and  long-term  services. 
At  the  other  extreme,  civilian  involvement  in  spouse  abuse  cases  is  minimal • 

In  the  middle  are  sexual  assault/rape  cases.  In  earlier  chapters,  a  composite 
measure  of  civilian  involveawnt  was  discussed,  a  measure  that  includes  the 
Navy  notifying  civilian  authorities  plus  any  indication  of  civilian  legal 
action  or  service  provision.  Overall,  civilian  involveawnt  of  Borne  hind 
°ccurr*d  in  36  percent  of  all  cases,  but  the  differences  among  incident  types 
are  tremendous:  civilians  were  involved  in  76  percent  of  all  child  abuse 
'*••••»  iLi.  of  all  sexual  aasault/rape  cases,  and  only  16  percent  of  all 

spouse  abuse  cases.  Certainly,  this  reflects  varying  legal  requirements  as 
well  as  common  interpretations  about  the  mean ing  and  seriousness  of  each 
incident  type. 
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TABUS  V-6 


SYSTEM  RESPONSES 
(PERCENT) 


Child  Abuse/ 
Neglect 
0^1117) 

Spouse 

Abuse 

(N-2293) 

Sexual 

Assault /Rape 
(N-110) 

Total 

(N-3520) 

t'ourt/dlsciplinarv/leqal  action  -  all 

13.8 

5.0 

6.4 

7 .  B 

Navy 

1.4 

1.1 

1.8 

1.2 

Civilian 

12.0 

2.7 

2.7 

5.0 

Unspecified 

0.8 

1.1 

1.8 

1.1 

Iaewdiate  or  short -tare  criaia 
services  -  all 

40.5 

34.0 

47.3 

36.5 

Navy 

20.8 

23.7 

31.8 

23.0 

Civilian 

10.4 

2.0 

10.0 

4.9 

Unapecif  lad 

14.1 

10.6 

12.7 

11.7 

lonq-tara  or  aupport  aarvioaa  -  all 

85.3 

58.9 

50.9 

60.6 

Navy 

43.3 

46.0 

31.8 

44.7 

Civilian 

27.8 

7.8 

8.2 

14.2 

Unspecified 

22.6 

17.0 

20.0 

18.9 

Niacallanaoua  raaponaaa 

Involved  paraon  took  action  to 
ra— dy  aituation 

5.4 

12.5 

0.9 

9.9 

Civilian  authorities  notified 
by  Navy 

46.4 

4.7 

23.6 

18.5 

really  Service  Center  notified 
or  already  Involved  in  case 

3.8 

10.8 

2.7 

8.  3 

The  extent  to  which  commanding  officers  «rs  involved  in  cases  raises 
interesting  questions.  Among  cases  in  which  the  afauser  is  an  active  military 
person,  only  11  percent  of  the  cases  ere  referred  to  cossaanding  officers. 

Based  only  an  coded  narrative  responses,  commanding  officers  are  notified  In 
1)  percent  of  child  abuse  cases,  10  percent  of  spouse  abuse  cases,  and  9 
percent  of  sexual  assault  cases  (the  latter  based  only  an  22  reports) . 

However,  on  the  fores  that  provided  a  place  for  reporters  to  check  off  whether 
the  oo  was  to  be  notified  (fore  type  1  —  established  child  abuse/neglect), 

VI  percent  were  answered  affirmatively.  Two  Issues  mist  be  considered,  first, 
should  the  reporter  systematically  be  asked  to  Indicate  this  an  all  reports? 
That  is,  should  forma  be  redesigned  to  capture  this  kind  of  information? 

Second,  should  guidelines  be  established  so  that  uniform  standards  are 
applied  to  the  involvement  of  commending  officers?  If  so,  what  safeguards 
can/should  be  provided  to  protect  the  abuser  while  simultaneously  protecting 
his/her  family  from  future  maltreatment? 

The  whole  subject  of  Navy  responses  to  family  advocacy  reports  deserves 
study  in  the  light  of  these  findings.  The  data  raise  --  but  cannot  answer  — 
questions  about  the  following  issues i 

-  the  availability  of  various  types  of  services  at  different  locations; 

-  standards  for  involving  civilian  authorities  in  legal  matters  and 
service  provision; 

-  the  extent  to  which  forms  should  be  redesigned  to  permit  more  uniform 
collection  of  information; 

-  the  extent  to  which  ooamanding  officers  can/ should  be  Involved; 

-  the  role  of  the  family  Service  Center  is  relation  to  faadly  advocacy 
problems; 

•  confidentiality  and  the  Central  Registry i 
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TABLE  A-l 


FORM  DESCRIPTIONS 


FORM  TYPE 

DESCRIPTION 

NUMBER  OF 
REPORTS 

PERCENT 

1 

Established  Child  Abuse/Nealect 

350 

9.5 

"Eatabl i shad  Child  Abus a /Neglect  Raport" 
NAVME  6320/15  (Revised  1/78) 

198 

5.4 

"Child  Abuse/Neglect  Raport" 

NAVME D  6320/15  (2/76) 

152 

4.1 

2 

Suapactad  Abuse/Neglact/Saxual  Aaaault 
and  Rapa 

2404 

65.3 

'Suapactad  Abuae/Neglect/Sexual  Aaaault 
and  Rapa  Raport" 

NAVME D  6320/15A  (Ravisad  7/79) 

2226 

60.5 

'Suapactad  Abusa/Neqlect/Sexual  Aaaault 
and  Rapa  Raport”  San  Dieqo  varaion 

NAVHED  6320/15A  (Raviaad  7/79) 

156 

4.2 

"Suapactad  Child  Abuae/Neqlect  Raport” 
NAVNED  6320/15A  (3/78) 

12 

0.3 

"Suapactad  Abuse /Neglect /Sexual  Aaaault 
and  Papa  Raport" 

NRNCL  Fona  6320/26  (9/81) 

1 

0.0 

'Spouaa  Abuaa  Incidant  Raport” (MED  6320-22) 
(3/79)  and  27pab'79  varaiona 

5 

0.1 

"Spouaa  Abuaa  Incidant  Raport” 

BUKEDNOTE  6320  19Nov’76 

4 

0.1 

3 

Eatabliahad  Spouaa  Abuse/Neglect 

409 

11.1 

"Eatabliahad  Spouaa  Abuae/Naglect  Raport” 
NAVHED  6320/21  (7/79) 

409 

11.1 

4 

raaii  ly  Advocacy  Caaa  Man  a  want 

450 

12.2 

"Paaily  Advocacy  Caaa  Management  Raport” 
(draft) 

439 

11.9 

"raaii ly  Advocacy  Caaa  Management  Raport" 
MR*C  PTSVA  5800/8 

1 

0.0 

"raaii ly  Advocacy  Caaa  Management  Raport" 
NJ84C  PTSVA  5800/8  (taviaad  4/82) 

10 

0.3 

S 

Others 

67 

1.8 

"Caaa  Management  Incidant  Raport” 

(Army)  OlJul’78 

37 

1.0 

"Child  Advocacy  Coaaaittaa  (CAC)  Raport"  13 

(Saa  ravaraa  aida  for  instructions  A  codas) 

(Air  Poroa)  Jul’81 

0.4 

"Child  Advocacy  Ci—ittaa  (CAC)  Raport" 

(Air  Perea)  Apr’ 75 

16 

0.4 

"*SSSccttJoo/78W  ***utm/1*il*ct 

1 

0.0 
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TABLE  A-2 

ADDITIONAL  REPORTING  FACILITY  CATEGORIES 


ti  a*' 


<  ATE'XJRY 


Naval  Air  Station* 


<  'that  Navy  Location* 


I 


Marin*  Oorpa  Air  Station* 


oth* r  Marin*  location* 


LOCATION 


Kingsville,  TX 
Willow  Grove,  PA 
B**vlll* ,  TX 
Milton,  PL 
Marietta,  GA 
Dal la* ,  TX 
Alaaada,  CA 


Exsouth,  We* tarn  Australia 
Oak  Knoll 
China  Lake,  CA 
Treasure  Island 
Edsell,  Scotland 
Ataugi,  Japan 
Vallejo,  CA 
Colt's  Week,  NJ 
Lakehurst,  MJ 


Santa  Ana,  CA 


Saratov, 


CA 


NUMBER  OP  REPORTS 
34 

14 

11 

4 

2 

1 

1 

1 


25 

4 

2 

2 

1 

1 

a 

3 

l 

3 


53 

53 

1 

1 


I 


TABLE  A- 3 


MASTER  VARIABLE  LIST 


FORM  TYPE  POW  TYPE  FORM  TYPE  fO»l  TYPE 


I  dent 1  fieri 

Report  date,  facility 

identification  I 

Victua 

A<je,  race,  sex,  Military  status, 
alcohol  involvement  XX.  1 

Sponsor 

Age.  race,  sex.  Military  status, 

Mental  status,  alcohol  involveswnt  XI.  2 

Abuser  1 1 . 2 

Aqe.  race,  sex.  Military  status.  II. 3 

alcohol  involvement  II. 4 

Relationship 
Victim  to  sponsor, 

VicttM  to  abuser  I I.l 


Case  inf  onset  ion 
Additional  dates,  source  of 
report,  type  of  report  Made, 
Medical  diagnosis, 
alcohol,  etc. 


III. 1.2 
IV.  3 
V. 


Stresses,  naltreatMents, 
fatalities,  system  responses 


III. 3 
IV. 2 


T Ml/  A-4 

ALCOHOL/DRUGS  AS  AM  ISSUE  IN  CASE 


INDICATOR 

I*  alcohol  us*  an  issu*  in  this 
cas*?  Y*s  ON 

Alcohol  us*/abus*  -  checked 

Victisi:  alcohol/druq  involv«**nt  - 

Y*S 

Ahus«r:  alcohol/dru«j  involv««*nt  - 

Yas 

Dr  uq  ua«/abus*  -  checked 

If  incident  involved  a 1 coho;  us* 
by  victiR 

If  incident  involved  drug  us*  by 
victisi 

If  incident  involved  alcohol  us* 
by  asltroator 


NUMBER 


1  TYRE 

PERCENTAGE 

or  IMPORTS 

1 

40.2 

408 

1 

2 

15.8 

1489 

2 

43.7 

1541 

3 

3.2 

408 

4 

10.8 

269 

4 

0.7 

269 

4 

36.1 

269 

If  incident  involved  drug  us*  by 
■a 1 creator 


4 


3.0 


269 


FIGURE  A-2 

FORM  TYRE  2  —  SUSPECTED  ABUSE/NEGLECT/SEXUAL  ASSAULT  AND  RAPS 


SUSPECTED  ARU3S/NSQLECT/3S1DAL  ASSAULT  AMD  RAPS  IKPOST  HKD  6320-20 

KAVMU  6320/ 15 A  (Re*.  7-79) 

REPORTING  PACXLXTT:  _ _  DATt: _ 


1.  Incident  Type:  (l.e.,  miwI  iMualt;  pfayaioal  tbuN;  emotional 
•Sum;  rape,  eto.) 


2.  IDENTIFICATION:  (No  bum,  eoolal  eeourlty  uatera  or  other 

Pereonal  Identifications  are  to  he  used  to  reporting) 


AGBi  . _  AON:  _ _ 

SEIj  _  SEE:  __ _ 

ORGANIZATION:  _  ORGANIZATION:  _ 

NAT*  ON  01ADK:  _  RATI  OR  GRADE:  ____________ 

ALCONOL/DROO  IRfQLTBORT  T*S_  N0__  ALOOBOL/DROC  XWinSSSSSf  TffT5 
OFRCXFT:  _  SPBCIFT:  _ _ ' 


3.  NON  NAS  INCIDMT  SRG0QNT  TO  Til  ATTENTION  OP  MDXCAL  A0TNOR2TIE37 
Self  referred 

Referred  hy  polloe/aeeerlty/nedloal  peraommel 

Individual  brought  to  medloal  faoility  hr 

( Spool fp  relatlomahlp  to  Individual) 

R.  SttOURT  or  aenmt  (Irlof  ei—rp  of  what,  ahem,  whore,  horn,  amd  why.) 


9.  S&MASt  or  ACTION*  TAEBI  tmmmn  to  HCZStlT:  (Include  what,  ubaa, 
Nore,  Row,  amd  dp  ototmo  of  moUom  so  of  daU  of  rap  art.) 


flpNlTRI 

(ffeRttf  Moaaoop  IihimIiUw) 
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FIGURE  A-3 


form  TYPE  1  —  ESTABLISHED  SPOUSE  ABUS E/NEG1SCT 


B3TABU3HKD  SPOOSS  ABQSt/RBOLSCT  REPORT  MB  6320*22 

■A1W0  6320/21  (7-79) 

1.  Oeneral  Report  Date: 

a.  Reporting  fholllty 
(D  Short  mm: 

(2)  Branch  servloe: 

(3)  OIC: 

(A)  City,  State,  tip: 

b.  Facility  vhloh  provided  initial  Identification/ intervention  (if 
other  than  reporting  fholllty) 

(1)  Short  nans: 

(2)  Branch  aenrloe: 

(3)  OIC: 

(A)  City,  State,  Zip: 

2.  Abused  identification  data  (Xf  allltary  aeaber,  ocaplata  aeotlon  A.) 
Haas  (last,  first,  alddla) 

a.  Date  of  blrthi 

b.  Race: 

c.  Sea: 

3.  Abuser  ldeati float ion  data  (Xf  allltary  aeaber,  ooaplete  section  A.) 
■eaa  (last,  first,  Biddle) 

a.  Data  of  birth: 

b.  Race: 
c«  Seat: 

A.  Nilltary  aeaber' a  Identification  data 
O  abaaer  Q  abased  is  allltary  speaaar 

a.  Grade/ rata: 

b.  sail 

a.  Branch  of  aarrlca: 

4.  Orgaalaatlaa  VIC: 
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FIGURE  A-3  (continued) 


MED  63^0-22 


•S 


5.  Other  per von (a )  identification  (dlreotly  involved) 

□  If  nor*  than  one  per eon,  place  an  "X"  in  thin  block  and 
Incorporate  thie  information  la  eection  7. 

a.  Mona  (lent,  flrat,  middle) : 

b.  Blood  relative  (opacify): 

c.  SSW: 

6.  Incident  data 

a.  Type  incident  (i.e. ,  ptayalonl,  no float,  eexunl,  eto. ) :  Brought  to 
nodical  attention  by: 

b.  Medio a 1  oondltlona  diagaooad,  minted  to  nbuno/aagloot  (9999 
codec  am  oontaiaed  la  the  current  edition  of  the  International 
Claaol  float  loo  of  Dloeaoeo,  idapted  (XCM)).  Beport  night  navi—  la 
order  of  aeverlty: 

1.  2.  3.  B.  5.  6.  7.  B. 

7.  V— ary  of  lnoident: 


FIGURF  A- 3  (continued) 


MB  6)20-22 


8.  Fully  Advooaoy  Cosslttaa  (FAC) 

a.  Data  oonvaned: 

b.  Deoisloo  supported  by  lnforaatloa  obtained  Frost 

_ St  t  sod  In*  physiols:. _ general  nod leal  psrsoossl 

_ .olvlllan  l«*sl  s*snolss _ civilian  soolsl  service  a*eooles 

813 _ JAO  investigation  sponsor's  oo— ad 

o.  _ first  lnaldent  repeat  1  no  Id  sat  (specify  la  ssMry) 

_ Follow-up  required 

4.  _ dru*  uss/sbuss  sloohnl  use/sbuse 

If  dru*/ alcohol  Involved;  ladlcato  past 
treataant/ldeotlfloatlon  an*  referrals  aatfa  partalnln*  to 
dru*/aloobol  In  vole— at. 

a.'  luaary  of  FAC  recosanadatloes  aad  actloaa  cakaat 


(1)  Kasai 

(2)  Sisaaturo: 

(3)  Data: 


(Flaasa 


»rlat  or  typo) 

(1)  Kasai 


(2)  Signature! 

(3)  Data: 
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rictiw:  a-4 


FORM  Tver  4  -  FAMIt.Y  ADVOCACY  TASK  KANAOFKEMT 

FAMILY  ADVOCACY  CASE  MANAGEMENT  RETORT 
(DRAFT) 

tgjtnjcttgni :  Mil  la  accessary  ioformatioo  (please  print  or  type)  sad  circle 
numbers  pertaining  to  other  appropriate  responses,  l.e. 

Dete  of  Report  (»uath/4ay /year)  3/21/80 

Type  of  Report: 

Initial  <D  Follow- up  -  2  Final  ■  3  Correctloa  »  4 

•Roto :  Full  I Jcatlf lcetloo  of  ell  concerned  Is  required  for  suspected 
end  established 

Z.  General  Incidents: 

a.  law  a.*J  address  of  Medical  Tresceent  facility  (KTF): 

b.  KTF* «  Unit  Identif icatloa  Code  (01C):  68093 

c.  Date  of  Report  (eooth/day/year) :  9/17/ei 

d.  Type  of  Report: 

Initial  -  1  Follow-up  Final  •  3  Correction  •  4 

e.  Family  Advocacy  Coealttee  (FAC),  cnee  determination 

Suspected  ■  1  Established  •(!> 

f.  Established  diagnosis  based  upon:  MIS  ■  1;  JAG  •  2;  Military  lew 
enforcement  m(jft  Civilian  lew  eaforcameat  •  4;  Military  social  service 
Civilian  social  service /we If ere /protection  aieocy  •  6;  Admission  by 
perpetrator  ■  7 

XZ.  Sponsor  Identification  Data 

|  a.  Sponsors  Naan  (last,  first,  middle  Initial): 

b.  Social  Security  Number: 

c.  Grade  Code  (El  through  E9;  01  through  Old;  Civ):  El 

d.  Brandt  of  Service /Status 

Army  -  1  Marlas  -ffi  VS  Foreign  Service  -  7 

Air  Force  •  2  Coast  Guard  •  S  Foreign  Military  •  t 

Ka/y  *  3  Tub  11c  Health  •  8  Civilian  •  9 

a.  Name  and  address  of  sponsors  command:  x  Co.  3rd  Bn,  2d  MRAHKS.  ad  MMDXV 

f.  Spontcr  c-aeuod's  Unit  Identification  Code  (VIC): 

XXI.  Identif 1  cation  Data  of  Maltreated Tie tin 

a.  Name  (last,  firet,  middle  initial'. 

b.  Sen:  Male  •  1  Female  *0 

e.  Age  (at  time  of  lecideac): 

d.  Vets  of  bit Ci  (no^th/Jay/year):  y/g/gg 
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FIGURE  a-4  (continued) 


e.  Population  Croup 

tod  (American  Indian)  *  j. 

Y«ii.  <  'Aslan  Mongoloid)  *2 
Black  (’.’egroicf  or  African)  «*  CP 
White  (Caucasoid)  ■  4 
Other  •  : 

Unknown  -  6 

f.  Category  of  Malxr«ated/Victi.a 

Military  esnber  -  1  Civilian  Adult  “  4 

Military  Dependent  Adult  •  (£)  Civilian  Child  "  5 
Military  Dopendunc  Chi  l-*  •  3 


IV.  Identification  of  Alleged  Maltreator(a) 

(Note:  If  noru  ti.an  one  aaltreator.  provide  duplicate  information  end  attach) 

a.  Nu*e  (last,  fl»*t,  Biddle  initial) 


b.  Set 

Male  •rf)  Female  -  2 

c.  Age  21 


d.  Date  of  birth  'sonth/day/year)  g/g/gg 

e.  Population  Orjup 


tod  (Aaier lean  Irdlan)  •  1 
Ye  lieu  (Atlar  .Mongoloid)  * 
Black  (Negroid  or  African) 
White  (Caucaaoid)  -  4 
Other  •  J 
Unknown  •  6 


f.  Category  of  Maltreator 

Sponsor  *  5) 

Sponsor'*  Spouse  -  2 
Military  Dependent  Adult 

g.  Relationship  of  Maltreator  to  Maltreated/Viccla 
•(?  •  Patemar;  M  •  Maternal) 


Military  Dependent  Child  -  4 
Military  Meaber  *  3 
3  Civilian  ■  6 


Relationship  Cod 


a: 


Father 

m 

01 

Stepsister 

-  14 

Creadfether  (P)* 

•  26 

Stepfather 

m 

02 

Nephew 

-  13 

Grandmother  (P)* 

-  27 

Adoptive  Father 

m 

C3 

Niece 

-  16 

Cr end father  (M)» 

-  28 

Jotter  Father 

m 

O'. 

Uncle  (?)• 

•  17 

C rand Bother  (M)* 

-  29 

Mother 

m 

03 

Aunt  (P)* 

•  IB 

Husband 

■ 

Stepmother 

m 

06 

•Jnrle  (M)  • 

•  19 

Wife 

•  31 

Adoptive  Mother 

m 

07 

Aunt  (M)* 

-  20 

Boyfriend 

•  32 

Foetor  Mother 

m 

08 

Cousin 

-  21 

Clrlfrlend 

•  33 

Brother 

m 

09 

Teacher 

•  22 

Stranger 

-  34 

Helfbrothor 

m 

10 

Nursery  Perr 

•  22 

Unknown 

-  33 

Stepbrother 

m 

11 

Babysitter 

-  23 

Sister 

m 

12 

Neighbor 

•  24 

Hslfeinter 

m 

13 

Friend  of 

•  23 

really 
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FIGURE  A-4  (continuo-l) 


h.  Grade  Co>V  of  Haltrc«:or  El 


(Cl  through  £9;  01  through  OiO;  Civ) 

1.  Branch  of  Sefvlce/Status  of  Maltrestor 

A ray  -  1  Marina  «(J)  US  Foralgn  Sarvlca  “  7 

Air  Force  •  2  Coaat  Guard  -  5  Foreign  Military  “  8 

Navy  -  3  Pubile  Health  -  6  Civilian  •  9 

Incident  Idtntlf lcdtlou 

a.  Date  of  Incident  (day/aooth/vear)  S  August  1981 

b.  Type  of  Maltreataent  Incident 

Child  Physical  Abuse  -  01 
Child  Physical  Neglect  ■  02 
Child  Psychological  Abuse  *  03 
Child  Psychological  Neglect  •  04 
Child  Sexual  Abase  -  05  __ 

Spouse  Physical  Abuse 
Spouse  Physical  Neglect  ■  07 
Spouse  Psychological  Abuse  ■  08 
Spouse  Psychological  Neglect  "  09 
Sexual  Assault  *  10 
tape  •  11 

e.  Incident  b-*cught  to  attention  of  FAN  by: 


Civilian  Police  ■  01 
Military  Police  • 

Civ.  Social  Services  -  03 
Sponaor  •  04 
Sponsor's  Spouse  •  05 
Sponsor's  Conan d  *  06 
Emergency  Noon  ■  07 
Pediatric  Clinic  •  08 
Inpatient  Med  Serv  *  09 
Alcohol  Treat  Fac  •  10 
Drug  Treat  Fac  -  11 
Outpatient  Serv  ■  12 

4.  Location  of  incident 

None  •  G]  Neighbors  •  4 

School  •  2  Public  81dg/Space  •  5 

Family  Friends  -  3 

e.  Additional  Incident  deporting 

Incident  reported  to  Military  Police  -  (J) 

Incident  reported  to  Civilian  Authorities  •  2 
Incident  reported  to  Military  4  Civilian  Authorities  •  3 
Incident  reported  to  Protective  Services/Public  Welfare  •  4 
Me  report  action  taken  •  5 

f.  Medical  Tteetnent  Nequlred 

(1)  Medical  condition  dlagnoeed  related  to  lac idee t  in  order  of 
ee verity  (Dae  International  Classification  of  Oiaeaae  Handbook) 


(e)  Nona 

(d> 

(b)  924.80 

(8) 

(«) 

<0 

Mil  Social  Serv  Agency  •  13 
Anooynous  Cellar  •  14 
School  •  15 
Fently  Friend  •  16 
Neighbor  •  17 
Legal  Officer  -  18 
Chaplain  •  19 
Child  Cara  Canter  "  20 
labysltter  -  21 
Dental  Sarvlca  •  22 


t'l  .  :w:  A-4  iccjnt  inu»d) 


(2)  Medical  attention  t«a>ilr«d,  physical  cars 
Outpatient  -  1 

Hospitalization  for  treataant  »  2 
Hospitalization  for  obaervatloa  •  3 
Hospitalization  for  safety  *  4 
Hone  -  Q) 

g.  Social  -  Medical  Treatment 


(1)  Psycho log leal /Psychiatric  attention.  Perpetrator 
Outpatient  *  1 

Bospitallzptlon  for  traataaet  “  2 
Hospitalization  for  observation  ■  3 
Hospitalization  for  safety  “  4 
Hone  *0/ 


(2)  Psychological/Psychiatric  actencion,  Vlctla 
Outpatient  -© 

Hospitalization  for  treataant  •  2 
Hospitalization  for  observation  •  3 
Hone  *  4 

(3)  Lagal/Adalnlstrativa  action  required 

J  Civilian  -1 
Military  *© 

Civilian  and  Military  «  3 

(4)  Incident  screened  for  alcohol  and  drug  lovolvenant  by  FAC 

tea  *  Ho  •  2 

(3)  If  incident  Involved  alcohol 

(a)  Dae  by:  Maltraator  ■  1 
Vlctla  “  2 

Maltraator  and  Vlctla  ■  3 


(b)  Physical  violence  present  la  Incident 

Yea  »  1  Mo  -  2  Met  kaoun  •  3 


(c)  Individuals  screened  for  alcohol  treataant  by  alcohol 
treataant  facility 


Tea  •  1  Mo  •  2 

(d)  Disposition  of  individuals  screened  for  alcohol  treacaaai 


Perpetrator 

Mo  treataeat  required  •  1 
Outpatient  treataant  ■  2 
Inpatient  treataant  ■  3 

(6)  If  Incident  Involved  drugs 

(a)  Use  byt  Maltraator  -  1 

Vlctla  -  2 
Maltraator  asd  Vlctla  ■  3  ) 

(b)  Physical  violence  pro seat  la  lacldaht 

fas  •  1  Me  -  2 


Vlctla 

Ma  treataeat  required  < 
Outpatient  treataant  • 
Inpatlant  treataant  •  l 


(a)  Individuals  screened  far  dreg  treataant  by  drug 
Tea  •  l  Ma  •  2 


>  4 
3 


fnaiUty 


FlfitiW.  A-4  (continued) 


(C)  ui)  t  ion  o'.  ii  i«'ldua)s  screened  for  drug  treatment 

P^r.*  tret-:  Vlctla 

H->  treatment  rf.qui.ro4  *  Q 
Outpatient  crectaent  •  2 
Inrat  lent  trtatueat  »  J 

(7)  If  s*xual  i.-cldont 

(a)  Exhibit l'u Isa  -  l 
Voyeur  ir.ff  •  2 
Genital  Fondling  •  1 
Vaginal  intercourse  •  4 
Ana]  intercourse  -  5 

(b)  Physical  violen  .e  involved 

Yes  -  1  No  -  2 

(c)  Prior  history  of  sexual  Incidents 

Yes  -  1  No  •  2 

h.  If  prior  hi»:cry: 

(1)  Length  o  tiae 
less  than  6  ao  •  1 

greater  chan  6  .»  but  less  than  one  year  -  2 
greater  than  one  year  * 0 
unknown  *  4 

(2)  Frequency 

greater  than  one  but  less  than  5  *1 
greater  than  5  but  less  thin  10 
greater  chan  10  •  3 
unknown  •  4 

(3)  Previous  leg-1  a. cion  ~f  stellar  nature  against  perpetrator 

Yes  •  1  No  •  2 

FAMILY  FACTORS  (of  victle) 

(Circle  . npropriace  Factors) 

Slngxe  parent,  never  uvrrled  *  1 
tingle  parent ,  separated  "  i 
Single  patent,  divorced  ■  3 
tingle  parent,  live* in  boyfriend  ■  4 
tingle  parent,  live-in  qrllfrlend  •  3 
Dual  parents,  both  military  eeabers  •  6 

Dual  parents,  father  oilitary  eaaber,  eocher  not  enployed  •  7 
Dual  parents,  father  oilitary  number,  eochar  anployad  •  • 

Dual  paranta,  not her  military  aeofeer,  lather  anployad  ■  9 

Dual  parents,  not her  oilitary  neeber,  father  not  anployad  •  10 

Dual  paranta,  father  deployed  during  incident  ■  11 

Dual  parents,  aether  deployed  during  incident  •  12 

Dual  paranta,  both  in  area  during  incident  •  11 

Duel  parents,  aether  having  excra-asritel  affair  •  14 

Duel  paranta,  father  having  extra-oarical  affair  •  15 

Dual  parents,  both  having  axcra-narltal  affaire  ■  It 

Fatter,  history  af  abuse  as  a  child  ■  17 

Father,  water  of  alcoholic  faaily  as  child  •  II 


No  treatnent  required 
Outpatient  traataant  •  5 
Inpatient  traataant  •  t 


-•l- 


FIGURE  A-4  (continued) 


Father,  current  alcohol  p(obleaa  •  19 
Father,  physical  handicap  -  20 
Father,  history  of  apouaa  abuse  -  21 
Father,  social  isolation  *22 
Mother,  history  of  abuse  as  a  child  - 
Mother,  neaber  of  alcoholic  family  as 
Mother,  current  alcohol  problems  •  25 
Mother,  physical  handicap  •  26 
Mother,  history  of  epouse  abuse  •  ^7J 
Mother,  social  isolation  - 
Victim,  social  Isolation  •  29 
Victim,  physical  hand leg r  •  30 
Insufficient  Income 
Pregnancy  -  32  _•> 

Mew  baby  In  the  home 
Recent  relocation  (within  6  no)  •  31 
Inadequate  housing  •  33  >»*\ 

Misuse  of  adequate*  Income 
Married,  no  children  "  37 


23 

child 


•  24 


Summary  of  Incident: 

She  cams  home  late  and  ha  pot  upset  and  began  hitting  her. 
the  Military  Police . 


Outline  of  Treatment  Plans: 

Make  counseling  available  to  both. 


She  called 


Recommendations  applicable  to  any  administrative/legal  action: 
Reported  as  per  BUMRDIKST  6320.57  requires. 


Mane^ 
Phone  Mo: 
Signature: 


Phono  Mo? 


Signature: 


PAS 


-82- 


